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ABSTRACT 
The major purposes of this study are: (1) to investi¬ 
gate the follow-up systems employed by Concentrated Employ¬ 
ment Programs (CEP) and other manpower agencies; (2) to an¬ 
alyze the present follow-up program utilized by the CEP in 
Springfield, Massachusetts; and, (3) to develop a model for 
an effective manpower follow-up system. The methodological 
procedure utilized involved the following sequence. A list 
of CEP participants placed in jobs during the sample period 
was obtained. The employers were then contacted to verify 
the participants' employment status within the CEP follow¬ 
up program. On the basis of a stratified random sampling, 
the appropriate participants, CEP job coaches, and organi¬ 
zational supervisors were interviewed using a structured 
questionnaire. 
The results demonstrated two important findings. The 
first finding indicated that there was a minimal amount of 
reliability among the respondents' answers. The second 
finding showed that the interaction patterns which occurred 
between the participants, the CEP job coaches and the organ- 
• • 
Vll 
izational supervisors were below the levels originally de¬ 
signed by the National CEP guidelines and the Springfield 
CEP administrators. On the basis of the results obtained, 
a generalized manpower follow-up model was developed. This 
model incorporated several important structural changes. 
First, an information reporting system was recommended for 
the on-going analysis of the productivity of the staff, both 
individually and collectively. Second, an internal auditing, 
or control, unit was suggested to: monitor and evaluate the 
program's follow-up activities; to act as a trouble-shooter 
and problem-solver center; and, to provide objective assess¬ 
ments of the performance attained and future plans of ser¬ 
vice. Third, an increased emphasis on regularly scheduled 
training seminars was proposed to provide program staff with 
continued and,updated information. Fourth, the time period 
of the follow-up program was urged to include a six-month 
surveillance period so that the CEP job coaches could more 
effectively facilitate the participants' career employment. 
Thus, current strengths and weaknesses of the Springfield 
CEP program were assessed and led to the recommendation of 
internal, structural changes. This should facilitate the 
achievement of higher participant retention rates, especial¬ 
ly in light of Manpower Revenue Sharing. 
viii 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
In June, 1966, President Lyndon Johnson directed the 
Department of Labor to conduct intensive surveys of the em¬ 
ployment situation to learn more about those who remain un¬ 
employed for extended periods of time and do not share in 
the country's general prosperity. These studies focused on 
the twenty largest U.S. Metropolitan areas. One of the ma¬ 
jor findings was that unemployment in the ghetto areas was 
almost three times the national average. In addition, the 
studies found that many workers were forced to work less 
than full time, while others working full time earned less 
than the poverty standard.'*' 
At the same time, on-going manpower programs apparently 
were not adequate for ghetto residents. The existing programs 
displayed the problems of: (1) being too dispersed and frag¬ 
mented; (2) having insufficient program and financial re¬ 
sources; (3) not having effective coordination or linkage 
among the programs; (4) not having adequate involvement of 
private enterprise; and, (5) having severely limited support¬ 
ive services. With these factors in mind. President Johnson 
^"Stanley H. Ruttenberg and Associates, Inc., "Concentrated 
Employment Program," Manpower Information Service: Refer- 
ence File (Washington, D.C.: Bureau of National Affairs, 
Inc., 1969) 21:1453. 
/ 
2 
directed the Secretary of Labor and the Director of the Office 
of Economic Opportunity, with the assistance of other federal 
agencies, to begin a special program using all available re¬ 
sources to provide concentrated assistance to those with the 
greatest need. This program was ultimately named the Concen- 
2 
trated Employment Program (CEP). 
Each CEP attempts to combine various manpower and re¬ 
lated programs into a unified, effective effort to provide 
the training and supportive services required by disadvantaged 
. . . . . 3 
persons residing within a particular geographic area. Local 
sponsors are encouraged to design programs which provide the 
"optimum mix" of services. In other words, each CEP program 
is expected to recognize the needs and capabilities of the 
area and its institutions, as well as those of unemployed and 
4 
underemployed residents. 
The CEP target areas are clearly defined sectors of 
cities, or groupings of rural counties, which have a consid¬ 
erable proportion of disadvantaged residents. Although the 
Manpower Administration did not establish standards specify¬ 
ing acceptable population size ranges for each CEP target 
^Ibid. 
3 ... 
U.S., Department of Labor, Manpower Administration, Manpower 
Services: A Reference Guide to Job Recruitment, Training, 
and Placement Aids of the Manpower Administration (Washing¬ 
ton, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1969), p. 2. 
4 
Analytic Systems, Inc., Analysis of CEP Automated Termina¬ 
tion Data (Washington, D.C.: Analytic Systems, Inc., 1970), 
p. 3. 
t 
3 
area, CEP sponsors were encouraged to keep the areas small 
enough to demonstrate tangible results and measurable effects 
5 
on the target population. 
CEP strives to prove that, given adequate resources, 
significant inroads can be made on the employment problems 
of the disadvantaged residents within that target neighbor- 
g 
hood. For this reason, the Manpower Administration, in 
1970, required each Concentrated Employment Program to adopt 
employability development teams (EDT). Each CEP participant 
is assigned to a specific EDT which is responsible for that 
participant and the development of his or her individual plan. 
Each participant's plan is designed to make the person "em¬ 
ployment ready" by providing all necessary manpower activi¬ 
ties such as outreach, intake, orientation, remedial educa¬ 
tion, training, work experience, job development, job place¬ 
ment, follow-up, job coaching and supportive services. The 
CEP's primary goal is to place each participant in an organ¬ 
ization providing stable employment with opportunity for 
career advancement."^ 
The primary focus of this study is on the follow-up 
c 
A sponsor is a non-profit organization responsible for all 
operations and activities of the CEP Program. For more in¬ 
formation, refer to p. 14. 
6 
U.S., Department of Labor, Manpower Administration, The Con¬ 
centrated Employment Program: Total Service for the Unem¬ 
ployed and the Underemployed (Washington, D.C.: Government 
Printing Office, 1969), p. 2. 
7 
Ruttenberg, "Concentrated Employment Program," 21:1451. 
4 
phase of the Concentrated Employment Program. In this stage, 
(1) efforts are made to create a more favorable climate for 
the participant within the organization; (2) supportive ser¬ 
vices, such as health services, day care, transportation, and 
legal services, are made available to the participant and to 
the employer; and (3) information on the participant's pro¬ 
gress and problems is fed back to the appropriate program com¬ 
ponent for future planning information. The principal pur¬ 
poses of follow-up are to identify those problems which may 
be hindering the participant's work performance and to re¬ 
solve them by utilizing available supportive services. How¬ 
ever, only some CEP's have actually developed a distinctive 
role for the job coach in follow-up and for follow-up ser¬ 
vices in general.^ 
In many cases, follow-up activities have been restricted 
to bookkeeping functions, and even here the value of the in- 
9 
formation obtained has been questionable. The need for 
effective follow-up is acute when one realizes the individual 
problems that a disadvantaged participant faces when first 
employed. Some feel that the follow-up phase is the most 
critical stage in the participant's adjustment to work. 
8Ibid., 21: 1453. 
^Stanley H. Ruttenberg and Associates, Inc., "Techniques For 
Job Development," Manpower Information Service; Reference 
File (Washington, D.C.: Bureau of National Affairs, Inc., 
1970), 41:1065-1066. 
5 
Within this three-month period, many participants' employ¬ 
ment is terminated.1^* More research is needed in the evalu¬ 
ation of follow-up programs since the combination of manpower 
growth and accountability should force manpower programs to 
attempt to attain higher placement and retention goals and 
to obtain greater precision in reporting these figures.11 
Purposes of the Study 
The major purposes of this study are: (1) to investi¬ 
gate the follow-up systems employed by Concentrated Employ¬ 
ment Programs(CEP) and other manpower agencies; (2) to an¬ 
alyze the present follow-up program utilized by the CEP in 
Springfield, Massachusetts; and, (3) to develop a model for 
an effective manpower follow-up system. Specifically, the 
research will be directed toward: (a) an investigation of 
historical developments and trends in the national CEP fol¬ 
low-up system and their associated participant retention 
rates; (b) an analysis of noteworthy alterations since 1970 
in the CEP follow-up system and the reasons for their imple¬ 
mentation; (c) an examination of present, similar Federal 
10Stanley H. Ruttenberg and Associates, Inc., "Follow-up," 
Manpower Information Service: Reference File (Washington, 
D.C.: Bureau of National Affairs, Inc., 1970), 41:3201. 
11Garth Mangum, The Emergence of Manpower Policy (New York: 
Holt, Rinehart and Winston, Inc., 1969), p. 158. 
I 
6 
manpower follow-up programs and their effects on participant 
retention rates; (d) an analysis of the varying contexts of 
and variables significant in these different follow-up sys¬ 
tems; (e) an assessment of the employability development 
teams' role in and effect on the follow-up services; and, (f) 
the development of a model for a follow-up system in manpower 
programs, using the Springfield Concentrated Employment Pro¬ 
gram as an empirical example. 
Objectives of the Study 
The study will analyze the present follow-up system be¬ 
ing utilized by the Springfield Concentrated Employment Pro¬ 
gram. Specifically, there will be a detailed investigation 
of the employment status of sampled job-placed participants 
at the end of their ninety-day follow-up periods. This will 
determine whether or not a problem exists and the scope of 
this problem. 
On the basis of this information, this project will de¬ 
velop a model for an effective manpower follow-up system. 
This model should be important for the Springfield CEP as 
well as other CEP's and manpower programs utilizing the 
follow-up concept. 
Significance of the Study 
In October, 1972, Springfield CEP administrators re¬ 
ported that the Manpower Administration was raising the de- 
7 
sired thirty-day retention rate of program participants from 
eighty per cent to ninety per cent. This accentuated the 
need for greater effectiveness in the Springfield CEP1s fol¬ 
low-up program. Therefore, identification of those areas of 
the follow-up system needing revision and recommendations as 
to appropriate changes should be of value. 
This study could also have significance for the field of 
Manpower. Existing strengths and weaknesses in present fol¬ 
low-up programs for the disadvantaged, should be useful to 
administrators of other programs utilizing similar approaches. 
Consequently, the significance of this project will be to: 
(1) indicate the various designs of present follow-up sys¬ 
tems, including identification of significant variables; (2) 
compare the follow-up program and retention rates of the 
Springfield CEP with other manpower follow-up models and 
t 
their respective retention rates; and, (3) develop a general, 
effective manpower follow-up model. 
CHAPTER II 
THE CONCENTRATED EMPLOYMENT PROGRAM 
President Lyndon Baines Johnson signed the Economic 
Opportunity Act on August 20, 1964, declaring that its pas¬ 
sage was a.commitment of a "great nation .... to eradicate 
poverty among its people." Thus began the much heralded 
"war on poverty."^ On January 23, 1968, President Johnson 
sent his first message to Congress following his state of 
the union address. This message described the hard-core as 
follows: "These hard-core are America's forgotten men and 
women. Many of them have not worked for a long time. Some 
have never worked at all. Some have held only odd jobs; 
many have become so discouraged by life that they have lost 
their sense of purpose. In the depression days in the 
1930's, jobless men lined the streets of our cities seeking 
work; but today, the jobless are often hard to find. They 
2 
are the invisible poor of our nation." 
Many of these individuals were without serious physical 
handicaps but became members of the hard-core unemployed be- 
Louis A. Ferman, ed., "Evaluating the War on Poverty," The 
Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Sci¬ 
ences, Vol• 385, September, 1969 (Philadelphia, Pennsylvania: 
The American Academy of Political and Social Sciences, 1969), 
p. ix. 
2 
Elchanan Cohn, David N. Hughes, and Morgan V. Lewis, Re¬ 
cruiting, Placing, and Retaining the Hard-to-Employ (Uni¬ 
versity Park, Pennsylvania: The Institute For Research on 
Human Resources, Pennsylvania State University, 1971), p. 1. 
9 
cause they were unwilling to take the kinds of low skill, 
low paying jobs available to them. These jobs simply did not 
offer enough incentive for them to change their life styles 
3 
in order to meet the demands of a job. Their problem was not 
simply finding a job, but that the available jobs historically 
have been ones paying low wages with poor working conditions, 
4 
poor upgrading opportunities and high turnover. Federal man¬ 
power programs generally serve persons who would otherwise be 
unable to obtain self-sustaining employment. The expanding 
capacity of manpower programs to reach and serve the disad¬ 
vantaged makes them an important tool in attacking the na- 
5 
tion's social problems. 
On the principle that education as well as direct inter¬ 
vention is necessary to put depressed persons permanently on 
a new track, the federal government has undertaken a massive 
program which concentrates on increasing employability both 
by providing supportive services and by developing employment 
3 
"Quality of Jobs Critical, Say Manpower Policy Group," Man¬ 
power Information Service: Current Reports, Vol. 2, No. 4 
(Washington, D.C.: Bureau of National Affairs, Inc., 1970), 
p. 79. 
4 
"Key to Placing Hard-core Jobless Is Quality Jobs, 'CEP' 
Study Says," Manpower Information Service: Current Reports, 
Vol. 3, No. 18 (Washington, D.C.: Bureau of National 
Affairs, Inc., 1972), p. 425. 
^"President Nixon's Manpower Recommendations in Fiscal 1973 
Budget - Special Analysis of Federal Manpower Programs by 
Office of Management and Budget (official text)," Manpower 
Information Service: Current Reports, Vol. 3, No. 10 (Wash¬ 
ington, D.C.: Bureau of National Affairs, Inc., 1972), p. 
233. 
10 
0 
opportunities. This assumption is based on the belief that 
most disadvantaged persons to whom the programs and efforts 
are directed do not need just one type of service, but a com¬ 
bination of services which complement and support each 
other.^ 
Most of the new manpower programs reflect the judgment 
that persons with severe employment handicaps are least like¬ 
ly to be able to improve their employment experience without 
g 
assistance. These programs generally (1) operate outside 
the normal educational processes, (2) give services for peri¬ 
ods less than one year, and (3) provide skill training and 
9 
job opportunities for non-professional jobs. In addition, 
they embrace a wide-range of manpower activities, providing 
combinations of services to move people toward other employ¬ 
ment goals.^ 
0 
Employability Development Team Interaction Analysis: An Ex¬ 
ploratory Study (Bloomington, Indiana: School of Education, 
University of Indiana, 1971), p. 2. 
7 
Stanley H. Ruttenberg and Associates, Inc., "Counseling in 
a Manpower System," Manpower Information Service: Reference 
File (Washington, D.C.: Bureau of National Affairs, Inc., 
1969), 41:3053. 
g 
"Labor Department Text: Overview of the Proposed Manpower 
Training Act of 1969," Manpower Information Service: Cur¬ 
rent Reports, Vol. 1, No. 3 (Washington, D.C.: Bureau of 
National Affairs, Inc., 1969), p. 27. 
9 
"President Nixon's Manpower Recommendations in Fiscal 1973 
Budget-Special Analysis of Federal Manpower Programs by 
Office of Management and Budget (official text)," p. 233. 
"President Nixon's Legislative Proposal for the Manpower 
Revenue Sharing Act of 1971 (official text)," Manpower In¬ 
formation Service: Current Reports, Vol. 2, No. 13 (Wash¬ 
ington, D.C.: Bureau of National Affairs, Inc., 1971), p. 310. 
11 
One of the most important achievements of manpower pro¬ 
grams has been the development of a long list of manpower 
services, all found necessary in varying quantities if the 
competitively handicapped are to have realistic access to 
economic opportunity. Between 1962 and 1968, those in need 
of services were normally pressed into the mold of programs. 
The new philosophy is to tailor the manpower activities to 
the needs of individuals and to provide a single contact 
point in familiar surroundings where the disadvantaged can 
obtain every necessary service.^ 
The Purpose of CEP 
President Johnson directed the Secretary of Labor to 
bring together, in one unified effort, all the various man¬ 
power and related programs to help the disadvantaged located 
in the worst areas of some of the major cities and in the 
rural areas. With this in mind, the Concentrated Employment 
Program (CEP) was established to seek out and serve, in the 
most efficient manner possible, those members of society who 
did not take advantage of normal training and job placement 
12 
opportunities. CEP, utilizing one sponsor in a single con- 
11Garth Mangum, "The Why, How, and Whence of Manpower Programs, 
in Evaluating the War on Poverty, ed. by Louis Ferman 
(Philadelphia, Pennsylvania: The American Academy of Politi¬ 
cal and Social Sciences, 1969), pp. 50-59. 
12 
Cohn, et. al., p. 1. 
12 
tract, combined all the manpower programs and services neces¬ 
sary to help an individual move from unemployability and de¬ 
pendency to self-sufficiency. 
By bringing all manpower programs under one roof, CEP 
could concentrate its efforts on behalf of small but intense- 
13 
ly disadvantaged target areas. In this way, CEP was a step 
up from the single agency, single program structure which re¬ 
quired the operators of each program to force their unique 
methods into widely divergent situations. While it was still 
necessary to restrict the enrollees to a particular program, 
all programs were now available in one place so that the 
appropriate one could be chosen. 
A primary objective of CEP is to find "permanent unsub¬ 
sidized jobs at decent wages with the opportunity for upward 
movement," regardless of the source but with a preference for 
the private sector. It does this by focusing on: (a) those 
areas and those individuals in greatest need of concentrated 
services, (b) personal and individualized attention for each 
participant, and (c) heavy private sector involvement. As 
such, CEP appears to have two basic premises: (1) the inte¬ 
gration of all area programs and agencies into a single local 
institution; and (2) the concentration of sufficient resources 
on narrowly defined target areas. While a measurable national 
impact would be difficult to achieve, a limited number of big 
13 
Ferman, p. 56. 
13 
city slums and rural depressed areas may show an appreciable 
. 14 
improvement. 
Sponsors and Target Areas 
CEP combines funds which would otherwise have been used 
for separate manpower programs (such as the Neighborhood 
Youth Corps, Operations Mainstream, New Careers, Job Oppor¬ 
tunities in the Business Sector and the Manpower Development 
and Training Act) and channels them into a single full-range 
project. The sponsoring agency is expected to work closely 
with the local state employment service and may subcontract 
services or components of the project to other public or 
private service agencies. However, the sponsor must insure 
that the various avenues used are effectively coordinated 
for the greatest benefit to the individuals served. 
Plans are developed by the sponsor to meet local needs, 
and the program mix of on-the-job or classroom training, 
work experience, orientation, counseling, and supportive 
services depends on an assessment of the characteristics 
15 
of the local residents. The sponsor, or prime contractor, 
Stanley H. Ruttenberg and Associates, Inc., "Techniques for 
Job Development," Manpower Information Service: Reference 
File (Washington, D.C.: Bureau of National Affairs, Inc., 
1970), 41:1053-1055. 
■^U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower Administration, The Con¬ 
centrated Employment Program: Total Service for the Unem¬ 
ployed and Underemployed (Washington, D.C.: Government 
Printing Office, 1969), p. 1. 
I 
14 
must be a public or private non-profit agency, which has the 
capability to receive and disburse funds and to plan, develop, 
administer, coordinate and evaluate a fairly complex local 
manpower training program, such as Community Action Programs 
and state employment service agencies.^ 
The program sponsors are to focus their efforts on spe¬ 
cific target areas, or clearly defined sectors of cities, or 
groupings of rural counties, which have a high incidence of 
17 
unemployment and underemployment. Department of Labor 
guidelines provide that the target areas have a population 
between 50,000 to 150,000 persons, yet are small enough to 
insure that the concentrated effort reaches a significant 
number of the severely disadvantaged unemployed in the com- 
. . 18 
munity. 
Relationships to Other Agencies 
There is no one standard method of operation for CEP pro- 
16 
Stanley H. Ruttenberg and Associates, Inc., "Concentrated 
Employment Program," Manpower Information Service: Refer- 
ence File (Washington, D.C.: Bureau of National Affairs, 
Inc., 1969) , 21:1451. 
17 
Comptroller General of the United States, Report to the Con¬ 
gress, Evaluation of Results and Administration of the Job 
Opportunities in the Business Sector (JOBS) Program in Five 
Cities, March 24, 1971 (Washington, D.C.: General Account¬ 
ing Office, 1971), p. 58. 
18 
Comptroller General of the United States, Effectiveness and 
Administrative Efficiency of the Concentrated Employment 
Program Under Title IB of the Economic Opportunity Act of 
1964, Detroit, Michigan, October 27, 1969 (Washington, D.C.: 
General Accounting Office, 1969), p. 14. 
15 
19 
jects. Each CEP is a collection of disparate and largely 
autonomous programs. In the traditional CEP program, the 
responsibilities are actually divided among a number of agen- 
20 
cies. CEP involves local businesses and labor groups in 
the community manpower problems by working with and through 
the local employment service, vocational education groups, 
and other service agencies. 
Model Cities, WIN, JOBS, and other manpower programs 
21 
are major components of the CEP program. Job Opportunities 
in the Business Sector (JOBS) is directed to persons classi¬ 
fied as disadvantaged who need on-the-job training and vari¬ 
ous supportive services to enable them to become productive 
22 
workers. Wherever possible CEP projects include Model 
Cities neighborhoods and provide employment assistance for 
the residents. In order to rehabilitate and find employment 
for adults and families receiving Aid for Dependent Children 
(AFDC), the Work Incentive Program (WIN) was initiated. It 
was designed to move AFDC recipients from welfare dependency 
i 
19 
U.S. Department of Labor, p. 2. 
20 
United States Research and Development Corporation, The 
First Year: Report on an Experimental and Demonstration 
Program (New York: United States Research and Development 
Corporation, 1970), p. 2. 
21 
U.S. Department of Labor, pp. 1-5. 
^Comptroller General of the United States, March 24, 1971, 
p. 9. 
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16 
to employment at a living wage. The primary difference be¬ 
tween WIN and CEP programs is that CEP serves the disadvan¬ 
taged living within a specified geographical area while WIN 
is directed exclusively toward AFDC and AFDC-UF (Aid for De¬ 
pendent Children-Unemployed Fathers) recipients. Even though 
welfare recipients residing within the target area are eli¬ 
gible for both programs, the Manpower Administration has de- 
2 3 
termined that they should be referred to WIN initially. 
In total, the CEP, WIN, Model Cities and JOBS Programs offer 
a combination of services ranging from registration through 
placement.^ 
Program Characteristics and Components 
The CEP program is perhaps best characterized by its 
flexibility and continuity. In brief, the variety of com¬ 
binations of training, work experience, and services provide 
CEP with considerable flexibility. This is further enhanced 
by its potential to use specific locality funds from both 
the Manpower Development and Training Act and the Economic 
Opportunity Act in whatever manner it determines best. Flex- 
2 3 
Ruttenberg, "Concentrated Employment Program," 21:1452-1453. 
24 
Comptroller General of the United States, Report to the Con¬ 
gress, Opportunities for Improving Federally Assisted Man¬ 
power Programs Identified as a Result of Review in the 
Atlanta, Georgia, Area, January 7, 1972 (Washington, D.C.: 
General Accounting Office, 1972), p. 6. 
17 
ibility in developing a package of agency services was felt 
2 5 
to be desirable since local resources can vary greatly. 
A second important characteristic of CEP is its capacity 
to provide continuity of services to its enrollees. Combin¬ 
ing all manpower services into a single agency makes it pos¬ 
sible to provide enrollees with an unbroken sequence of ser¬ 
vices from intake through job placement and follow-up. The 
availability of a complete range of services and, equally im¬ 
portant, some control over their operations, gives CEP spon¬ 
sors an opportunity to schedule services so that individual 
2 6 
enrollees receive them in the sequence required. 
The CEP program is designed to coordinate all available 
manpower services rather than duplicate them, and utilize lo¬ 
cal expertise to the maximum extent (see Figure 1). In short 
it is not merely a collection of individual programs, but a 
system which includes the following tools: 
1. CEP performs outreach activities to find the disad¬ 
vantaged and undermotivated, and encourage them to partici- 
2 7 
pate in the available services. As the unemployed are iden 
tified, procedures are established to locate them and then to 
place them into jobs or into the "pipelines" to employment. 
2 5 
Ruttenberg, "Concentrated Employment Program," 21:1451. 
26Ibid., 21:1452. 
2 7 
Mangum, "The Why, How, and Whence of Manpower Programs," 
p. 58. 
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The CEP staff focuses its recruitment on those individuals 
within the target area who are most in need of training. 
Since many of them have given up active search for work, the 
staff must operate on aggressive basis (such as using a per¬ 
son from the target area to provide information on other 
people in need of services) rather than under the traditional 
2 8 
"you-come-to-us-first" concept. In addition, many of the 
disadvantaged are referred to CEP from the local employment 
service offices or through other programs and agencies. 
2. After recruitment, CEP provides two weeks of general 
orientation. This includes subjects such as personal appear¬ 
ance, job hunting, application forms, budgeting, consumer ed¬ 
ucation, and practical information on bus routes and trans- 
29 
portation. 
3. Prevocational orientation exposes participants of 
limited work experience to alternative occupational choices 
30 
through in-house workshops. Depending on their needs, they 
may then be referred to any of the basic education or train¬ 
ing components of the project. Here again, flexibility al¬ 
lows participants to receive only that combination which 
31 
should help them find and hold a job. 
2 g 
Cohn, e_t. al. , pp. 1-2. 
29 
U.S. Department of Labor, pp. 2-3. 
^Ferman, p. 58. 
31 
U.S. Department of Labor, p. 4. 
20 
4. Adult basic education remedies any lack of earlier 
schooling by providing basic courses in reading, English and 
mathematics. 
5. Vocational training provides those unprepared to 
profit from the more normally advanced training with entry 
level skills. Training allowances provide support and in- 
32 
centive for participants during training. CEP utilizes 
institutional training, on-the-job training, and work sup¬ 
port programs internally and in conjunction with other area 
33 
manpower programs and cooperating employers. 
6. Work experience prepares those unaccustomed to the 
discipline of the work place for the realities of a job by 
making participants adhere to normal organizational rules 
and regulations while in the program. 
7. Job development solicits job opportunities suited 
to the abilities of the disadvantaged job seeker through par- 
34 
ticipating organizations. The goal is not only to find 
jobs but to create a climate in the organization, which is 
hospitable to the employment and job mobility of the hard- 
to-place. CEP job development is based on the underlying 
assumption that jobs for the poor require institutional re- 
32 
Ferman, p. 58. 
33 
"President Nixon's Manpower Recommendations in Fiscal 1973 
Budget-Special Analysis of Federal Manpower Programs by 
Office of Management and Budget (official text)," p. 234. 
34 
Ferman, p. 58. 
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21 
visions and change. This strongly suggests that many of the 
barriers to their employment are institutional rather than 
35 
personal. Job development is an important part of any CEP 
project and the project staff work closely with local organ¬ 
izations to line up specific job opportunities, including 
those who may have once refused to hire the hard-core job¬ 
less . 
8. Job referral places an employment-ready participant 
in an actual job worksite. Even after a participant takes a 
job, his job coach continues to provide any necessary help 
to keep him on the job. The Concentrated Employment Program 
is an individualized and continuous process; the "books" are 
not closed on any participants until they are employed and 
3 6 
can stay employed for at least ninety days. 
9. Job coaching facilitates supervisor-participant ad¬ 
justments after a job is found. One basic assumption for 
coaching is that disadvantaged street-oriented, poorly 
skilled, and poorly educated participants could better main¬ 
tain steady employment with the strong personal support of a 
37 
coach. 
10. Supportive services, such as transportation, child 
care and legal aid, provide participants with assistance in 
entering or resuming positions in the world of work. CEP was 
35Ruttenberg, "Techniques for Job Development," 41:1052. 
3 6 
U.S. Department of Labor, pp. 4-5. 
37 
Ferman, p. 58. 
22 
designed to achieve a balance between job placement and sup¬ 
portive services of different types in order to meet the 
3 8 
specific employment needs of individuals. 
Employability Development Teams 
The institution of employability teams,'first in the 
Youth Opportunity Centers of the public employment service 
and later in CEP and WIN, recognizes the importance of coor¬ 
dinating the various manpower functions for each partici- 
39 
pant. A 1970 Manpower Administration Order requires CEP's 
to adopt the employability development team (EDT) concept. 
Essentially, the EDT allows enrollees to progress from in¬ 
take through placement with the assistance of the same man¬ 
power development group.^ 
After participants complete their orientation, they meet 
with their team members to chart an employability plan. This 
is a key element of the CEP program since it is the blue¬ 
print by which a participant moves from initial unemployment 
to full employment. The team idea which includes the partici¬ 
pant has the motivational advantage of creating self-responsi¬ 
bility for the individual's own success. This personal in¬ 
volvement should serve to enhance the enrollee's commitment to 
To 
Cohn, et_. al. , p. 259 . 
^Ruttenberg, "Counseling," 41:3053-3054. 
^Ruttenberg, "Concentrated Employment Program," 21:1454. 
23 
the team, facilitate the attainment of the enrollee's objec¬ 
tives, result in lowered dropout rates and generate more 
positive attitudes. After the employability plan has been 
developed, the team and the participant are jointly responsi¬ 
ble for its enactment.^ 
The EDT seeks to insure the coordination and continuity 
of the planned services by combining into one team, all the 
staff functions relating to that particular individual. 
These endeavors utilize a person-to-person counseling ap¬ 
proach, supported with practical services, such as child 
care, mental and physical health care, legal aid, and trans¬ 
portation. The plan takes into consideration the partici¬ 
pant's first and second job choices as well as the types of 
training necessary for placement. Furthermore, the plan in¬ 
cludes long and short-term goals which are implemented and 
modified as needed. 
EDT's were developed to coordinate the assistance ren¬ 
dered each individual participant. As a result, they were 
42 
to work with only a limited number of participants. EDT's 
activities require: a fine sensitivity to the individuals 
and their situations, an ability to communicate with and be 
^^"Education and Training Components Prepare 'WIN' Enrollees 
for Jobs," Manpower Information Service: Current Reports, 
Vol. 2, No. 25 (Washington, D.C.: Bureau of National 
Affairs, Inc., 1971), pp. 593-594. 
A O 
^Employability Development Team Interaction Analysis, p. 3. 
I 
24 
trusted by them, and a capacity for interpreting their atti¬ 
tudes about their supervisors, as well as the supervisors' 
reactions to the participants. Personal support also in¬ 
cludes words and acts of encouragement or discipline, advo¬ 
cacy and efforts of mediation made on behalf of the individ¬ 
ual to the supervisor, as well as the procurement of suppor- 
4 3 
tive services when needed. 
The EDT is also responsible for employment counseling 
which seeks to provide decision making and supportive con¬ 
texts for participants, consistent with their talents, in¬ 
terests, and needs. This enables participants to: (1) reach 
a clear understanding of the goal sought, including the rea¬ 
sons for and impositions of that decision; (2) assess their 
strengths and weaknesses which have to be faced and corrected 
if the goal is to be attained; and (3) derive a plan of ac¬ 
tion, using available resources, which will overcome these 
barriers. Thus, the role of counseling is to aid the par¬ 
ticipants in the achievement of their plans and goals. The 
payoff for CEP is job placements which are consonant with 
44 
the participants' needs, abilities, and desires. 
43 
44 
Ibid. 
Ruttenberg, "Counseling," 41:3051-3054. 
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The Job Coach 
The job coach is a primary contact for the participant, 
interacting with the participant prior to employment and 
acting as a bridge between the agency and the job situation. 
In addition, coaches deal with the wide range of problems 
which the participant may encounter, both on and off the job. 
Coaches are also expected to be judgmental and directive in 
bringing about needed changes in the individual's behavior. 
For these reasons, the job coach should know the participant 
45 
thoroughly. 
Coaches are indigenous workers, recruited from disad¬ 
vantaged neighborhoods, who have considerable understanding 
of the participant's life situation. The use of indigenous 
workers serves a dual purpose: the development of more ac¬ 
curate information and the establishment of a strong link 
between the program and the participant. Their familiarity 
with low income neighborhoods and ability to establish psy¬ 
chological and cultural rapport gives them a decided advan¬ 
tage in establishing strong 'relationships with job-placed 
individuals.^ 
The EDT, with its philosophy of personalized services, 
has been found to be highly regarded by both CEP participants 
^Paul Munger, A Review of the Employability Development 
Model: General Summary (Bloomington, Indiana: University 
of Indiana, 1971), p. 5. 
4 
Ruttenberg, "Techniques for Job Development," 41:1066-1092. 
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4 7 
and team members. The positive participant perceptions of 
the EDT members were closely related to the number of per¬ 
sonal interactions. More contact may account for the finding 
that individuals were more favorable toward coaches than they 
were toward other team members. They viewed the team members 
as quite friendly and appreciated their understanding and 
helpfulness. In short, participants were pleased with the 
indivdual attention they received and the attempts to help 
4 8 
them solve employment and personal problems. 
Communication between the EDT members and the partici¬ 
pants appears to be very important. Those wishing to help 
uhe disadvantaged gain employment, must learn all about the 
participant's characteristics and attitudes. Previous studies 
have reported that team members must be especially alert to 
the effects of reinforcing participants' general feelings of 
powerlessness by assuming control and responsibility for 
their employability plan and eventual employment. Where the 
EDT assumes this responsibility, either through subtle or 
overt means, participants might experience the same debili¬ 
tating effects of societal manipulation which relegates them 
49 
to a second-class citizenship. 
It may be possible that more lip service was paid to the 
4^Munger, pp. 1-38. 
48Ibid. 
^^Emnloyability development .earn interaction Analysis, pp. 
18-30. 
27 
concept of participant involvement in employability plan de¬ 
velopment than was actually practiced. However, participants 
reported that they were generally involved in designing their 
50 
employability development plans. The services of the EDT 
should be directed toward enhancing their self-concept, as 
well as making them ready for employment. Team success, 
therefore, is as much dependent upon the participants' whole¬ 
hearted involvement as it is upon the efforts of the team. 
CEP's teams across the nation have faced problems with 
varying degrees of urgency related to the conceptual and op¬ 
erational translations of a fundamentally sound concept. 
Many appeared to be operating with staff which were below 
the status of expert in terms of both experience and train- 
51 
ing. On the average, EDT's retained only one-third of the 
original team members during the initial year of operations. 
This two-thirds turnover rate, which remained constant 
through the first three years of services, was interpreted as 
being both detrimental to the team concept and unnecessary. 
In addition, it resulted in extra hiring and training ex¬ 
penses, a loss of continuity for participants and loss of 
52 
team work skills. 
The excessive loss rate was attributed largely to in¬ 
adequate attention to the developing and instilling of the 
^Munger, p. 36. 
~^Ibid. , p. 19 . 
Employability Development Team Interaction Analysis, pp. 
20-21. 
28 
team concept. The findings indicated that those members re¬ 
maining with the team have significantly more positive atti¬ 
tudes toward the team and participants. For all team posi¬ 
tions a greater effort should have been made to hire persons 
with training or experience directly related to the require¬ 
ments of the position. These findings suggested that CEP 
should study their disadvantaged population and carefully 
53 
examine EDT members accordingly. 
Intake must be controlled to assure that the specified 
ceiling on total participants per team is maintained. The 
new CEP contract for Chicago provided that the caseload for 
each coach would be approximately 50 enrollees. With these 
large caseloads it was not possible for the coaches to pro- 
54 
vide adequate follow-up services. Such a balance may be 
difficult to maintain since the composition of the team's 
caseload may vary considerably from time to time. Thus, full 
realization of the total team concept will come only through 
time and experience.^ 
Job Development 
Some contractors contend that in the field of manpower 
^Ibid., pp. 22-30. 
54 
Comptroller General of the United States, Report to the 
Congress, Effectiveness and Administrative Efficiency of 
the Concentrated Employment Program Under Title IB of the 
Economic Opportunity Act of 1964, Chicago, Illinois, Novem- 
ber 6, 1969 (Washington, D.C.: General Accounting Office, 
1969), pp. 30-31. 
^Munger, pp. 11-19. 
29 
the talent of industry remains relatively untapped. Without 
full private-sector participation, CEP's job development ac¬ 
tivities have lagged and the program's effectiveness has 
correspondingly lessened. Perhaps one of the more impor¬ 
tant problems for the disadvantaged is the need for employers 
to offer more jobs. Many team members were quite concerned 
about the availability of jobs in which participants could be 
placed. With few exceptions, prior investigations have shown 
that little imaginative or creative job development was per- 
57 
formed m CEP. 
Few job development units were giving much attention to 
jobs in the public sector, and even those that had were not 
very successful. Clearly, the approaches needed and the 
problems encountered differed from those in private employ¬ 
ment. Although there were considerable opportunities in 
public employment for development, they were impeded by a 
lack of awareness, planning, and participation. In addition, 
job development units had not made an effort to integrate the 
resources of organized labor into job development activities. 
This lack of contact was not only characteristic of CEP, but 
also of a wide variety of public and private manpower pro- 
. . 58 
]ects. 
C (1 
°Ruttenberg, "Concentrated Employment Program," 21:1454. 
5 7 
Mentec Corporation, Operation Pathfinder (Los Angeles, Cal¬ 
ifornia: Mentec Corporation, 1972), p. 52. 
5 8 
Ruttenberg, "Techniques for Job Development," 41:1083-1088. 
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Job development necessitated a heavy involvement of 
private industry from its very inception. However, some or¬ 
ganizations did not want to become involved in a government 
program while others refused because they did not want their 
59 
supervisors to receive outside training. Smaller firms had 
neither the ’extra' personnel to work with nor the money to 
6 0 
gamble on hiring someone from a disadvantaged background. 
With few exceptions, private sector involvement has not been 
obtained. 
For the most part, CEP has failed to grasp that job de¬ 
velopment is a series of integrated activities which require 
strong central coordination and well developed expertise. 
Many CEP's have used a single job developer who solicits 
jobs and provides supportive services for both the partici¬ 
pant and the employer in order to stabilize the employment 
situation. Even where job development activities were viewed 
broadly, there was a tendency to delegate all of these ac¬ 
tivities to a single team member, thus overloading this mem- 
61 
ber's job and making job development ineffective. 
Job development activities vary in the context, charac¬ 
teristics of the target population and resource capacity of 
59 
Mentec Corporation, pp. 29-30. 
^ "Urban League Finds Jobs for Hard-Core Under OJT Contract," 
Manpower Information Service: Current Reports, Vol. 1, 
No. 22 (Washington, D.C.: Bureau of National Affairs, 
Inc., 1970), p. 10. 
Ruttenberg, "Techniques For Job Development," 41:1053. 
31 
the sponsoring agency. They should include managerial sup¬ 
portive services to utilize disadvantaged workers and organ¬ 
izational manpower planning services to develop job develop¬ 
ment programs. This requires active task involvement of the 
management community rather than symbolic commitment or 
pledges for jobs. Any program of job development, if it is 
to succeed, must recognize the necessity of furnishing tech¬ 
nical assistance to the employer to facilitate the employment 
6 2 
of hard-to-place workers. 
One effective job placement strategy is to work through 
industries or business associations rather than through in¬ 
dividual organizations. Job development services are more 
readily accepted by the employer when they are perceived as 
solutions to manpower problems in that industry. Another 
factor which has helped to convince prospective employers, 
is CEP's continued involvement with its job-placed partici¬ 
pants through its post-placement services, periodic follow- 
63 
up, personal visits, and available counseling resources. 
Job developers acquaint businesses with the social history 
and lifestyle of the inner-city person and explain that a 
commitment to help will require effort from the organiza¬ 
tions' present employees. The organizations selected should 
be those demonstrating willingness to adapt themselves to 
62Ibid., 41:1077-1091. 
62United States Research and Development Corporation, p. 24. 
32 
6 4 
the special needs of the unemployed and underemployed. 
Certain industries have needs more suited to disadvan¬ 
taged hiring programs, with the greatest participation found 
among aerospace companies, financial institutions and manu¬ 
facturers of electronic and computer equipment. In contrast, 
the merchandising, metal manufacturing, petroleum, farm and 
industrial machinery, and chemical industries have had little 
or no record of hiring the disadvantaged. Labor intensive 
industries and those relying heavily on government goodwill 
have been active hirers. CEP might have been better advised 
to consider employment in the broader sense (commerce, gov- 
6 5 
ernment) than in the narrow sense of industrial plants. 
Job Placement 
The effectiveness of CEP is dependent upon the quality 
of jobs which the program can make available. For the pro¬ 
gram to attract and place the unemployed, it must be able to 
offer them jobs which are better than those that partici¬ 
pants could get on their own, paying at least the average wage 
64"Equitable Alters Hard-Core Training Seeks 'Relevance' in 
Education, Tests," Manpower Information Service: Current 
Reports, Vol. 1, No. 21 (Washington, D.C.: Bureau of 
National Affairs, Inc., 1970), p. 21. 
65United States Research and Development Corporation, p. 8. 
33 
6 6 
of the loaal labor market. The job also should be waiting 
for the participant after course completion. Minimizing the 
time gap between training and actual job entry decreases the 
6 7 
risk that the participants will lose interest. 
To a large extent, CEP's success depends upon forces ex¬ 
ternal to both the employers and the disadvantaged. Three 
sets of forces which may influence program outcomes are: (1) 
the local community environment, especially the local labor 
market, (2) the characteristics of the disadvantaged popula¬ 
tion, especially their work experience and capabilities, and 
(3) the structure and quality of the local CEP project it¬ 
self. This categorization simply acknowledges that job 
placement endeavors depend on the jobs available, the job 
6 8 
seeker, and the mechanisms for bringing them together. 
CEP job placements are extremely sensitive to the lag¬ 
ging national economy. Unquestionably, economic recessions 
have represented one of the chief obstacles to job place- 
6 9 
ment. Program administrators have learned that the indus- 
^Cohn, et. al. , p. 260 . 
6 7 
Ruttenberg, "Techniques For Job Development," 41:1092. 
6 8 
Pacific Training and Technical Assistance Corporation, The 
Impact of Urban WIN Programs: Phase II - Final Report 
(Washington, D.C.: Pacific Training and Technical Assis¬ 
tance Corporation, 1972), p. 32. 
c q 
"Shortcomings in 'JOBS' Program Revealed in Greenleigh 
Evaluation," Manpower Information Service: Current Re¬ 
ports , Vol. 2, No. 1 (Washington, D.C.: Bureau of Nation¬ 
al Affairs, Inc., 1970), p. 5. 
34 
trial community will not become involved unless the estab¬ 
lished authorities support the program and the area businesses 
4. 70 cooperate. 
Perhaps the most important barrier to obtaining jobs 
was the intense reluctance by many employers to hire anyone 
with a poor background. If employers accept only those cur¬ 
rently qualified for employment, it will cause a substantial 
decrease in the value of the CEP effort to break the poverty 
71 
cycle of the hard-core unemployed. Getting the employer 
to adopt realistic qualifications for jobs is an important 
consideration. A major breakthrough can be achieved when 
the employer is less concerned with what individuals have 
been and more concerned with what they can become. The em¬ 
ployer's personnel decisions should be governed by the growth 
potential of the job candidates rather than negative assump¬ 
tions about their job worth or predictions of their success 
72 
or failure. 
The employers must perceive the problem as one involv¬ 
ing human values and social issues demanding their atten¬ 
tion and cooperation. Whether the motive be self-interest 
_ 
United States Research and Development Corporation, pp. 
5-8. 
71 
Munger, p. 42. 
72 
Ruttenberg, "Techniques for Job Development," 41:1075- 
1080 . 
35 
to increase organizational efficiency or moral conviction to 
aid the hard-to-employ, or both, employers must be committed 
to a reexamination of their employment assumptions and prac¬ 
tices. Being sold on a job development program and promises 
of support may be irrelevant if employers are not convinced 
of the necessity for opening job opportunities which are "so¬ 
cially necessary," do not pay decent wages or incorporate 
73 
opportunities for advancement. 
In general, employers have little understanding of the 
disadvantaged and need help recruiting, training, and super¬ 
vising the employees. Employers feel they should hire the 
disadvantaged but view the disadvantaged as hurting their 
74 
profits. Therefore, the strategy m job placement should 
be to show the employer a system for support rather than the 
services of a particular client. Since the employer is going 
beyond the mere hiring of the participant, changes and modi¬ 
fications must be made in the occupational and work structure 
to create new jobs. 
There is always a danger that hard-core unemployment 
will be reduced to just any job. However, the employer must 
73 
7 ibid. 
74 . . 
"Job Retention Problems Examined by Colorado University 
Study Group," Manpower Information Service: Current Re¬ 
ports , Vol. 2, No. 20 (Washington, D.C.: Bureau of Nation¬ 
al Affairs, Inc., 1971), p. 476. 
36 
not come to view job development for the poor as a convenient 
75 
device to fill dead-end jobs. A House Committee on Educa¬ 
tion and Labor stated: "It is not intended that these pro¬ 
grams should provide assistance which should be supportive 
of firms or industries which have high rates of turnover of 
7 6 
labor because of low wages, seasonality, or other factors." 
One important finding has been that systematic varia¬ 
tion of the program made no significant impact on placement 
rates. The only inputs that even approached statistical 
. . 77 
significance were interagency relations and EDT staff. The 
effectiveness of a local project depends only partially on 
its own activity. As a consequence, each program's goal 
should be adapted to the local labor market. Program struc¬ 
tures should be flexible enough to allow adaptation to local 
conditions and goal orientation. This need for flexibility 
is derived from two observations: (1) that a high level of 
job placement cannot be obtained in areas of high unemploy¬ 
ment and (2) that other objectives are assigned to the pro¬ 
gram, by both program administrators and participants. Such 
flexibility should result in more efficient use of the pro- 
78 
gram's scarce resources. If job placement is one criterion 
__ 
Ruttenberg, "Techniques for Job Development," 41:1075-1092. 
^^Comptroller General of the United States, March 24, 1971, 
p. 47. 
77 ... 
Pacific Training and Technical Assistance Corporation, pp. 
2-68. 
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of success and the participant is not placed in an adequate 
job, society's payoff is reduced and the participant's pay- 
79 
off is minimal. 
Summary 
The Concentrated Employment Program is a complex series 
of manpower activities and distinct program components. This 
program began under the Johnson Administration's "War on 
Poverty" when present manpower programs aiding the disadvan¬ 
taged were consolidated under one 'roof' to provide more 
effective and efficient results. CEP sponsors were directed 
to focus their attention and efforts upon specific target 
areas in the nation's largest cities or groupings of rural 
counties. To meet these objectives, sponsors were to work 
closely with local, related agencies in providing the dis¬ 
advantaged with the necessary manpower services, but without 
duplicating existing activities. 
The CEP program is characterized by flexibility and con¬ 
tinuity in the services provided to the target populations. 
While the specific components may vary according to the spe¬ 
cific needs of the participants, outreach, orientation, pre- 
vocational training, adult basic education and English-as-a- 
Second Language, vocational training, work experience, job 
79 
Munger, pp. 37-38. 
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development, job referral, job coaching, and follow-up and 
supportive services are typically included. The CEP partici¬ 
pant progresses through these phases with the assistance of 
an Employability Development Team which designs an employa¬ 
bility plan for each participant. One important member of 
the EDT is the job coach whose primary function is: (1) to 
follow-up on job-placed participants; to facilitate the ad¬ 
justment of the participant to the work environment, the 
supervisor, and the organization; and (2) to acquaint em¬ 
ployers with the special needs and problems of the disad¬ 
vantaged worker. 
CHAPTER III 
CONCENTRATED EMPLOYMENT PROGRAM FOLLOW-UP 
What happens to participants after training may be more 
important than what has happened to them during their asso¬ 
ciation with the program. The guidelines state that during 
the transitional period — until the trainees are fully self- 
reliant — follow-up service should be readily available to 
them.1 The purpose of this follow-up is to help the partici¬ 
pant make the necessary social and mental adjustments to the 
new work environment. Job counseling and coaching are in¬ 
cluded to provide the appropriate support needed for success. 
Whether applied prior to or in conjunction with regular on- 
the-job training, manpower specialists have found that these 
services help to motivate the worker and clear many of the 
2 
existing hurdles to permanent employment. 
Before May, 1968, follow-up consisted primarily of a 
work verification check with the employer within 48 hours 
Comptroller General of the United States, Report to the 
Congress, Effectiveness and Administration of the Community 
Action Program and Selected Manpower Programs Under Titles 
I and II of the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964, Los An¬ 
geles County, California, October 23, 1969 (Washington, D.C.: 
General Accounting Office, 1969), p. 62. 
2 
"Firm Cites Supportive Services as Key to JOBS 1970 Train¬ 
ing Plan," Manpower Information Servj.ce: Current Reports, 
Vol. 2, No. 12 (Washington, D.C.: Bureau of National 
Affairs, Inc., 1971), p. 272. 
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after the participant was placed. In May, procedures were 
established to have job coaches provide follow-up on job 
placements after two days, thirty days, sixty days, and 
3 
ninety days. CEP's follow-up is a process whereby: (1) 
supportive services are made available to participants and 
employers, (2) efforts are made to create a more favorable 
climate for the worker and the organization, and (3) inform¬ 
ation on the individual's progress or problems are collected 
and fed back to the other components in the program as plan¬ 
ning data. If the employment of hard-to-place workers is to 
be achieved and their potential realized, a system of sup¬ 
portive services must be developed to serve both the employ¬ 
er and the participant. These activities are concerned with 
"people working on the job" rather than "people looking for 
a job. " 
Follow-Up Services 
Supportive services for the hard-to-employ workers in 
the work situation are largely the responsibility of the job 
coach. This role may range from counseling the worker to 
working out adjustments between the supervisor and the new 
3 
Comptroller General of the United States, Report to the 
Congress, Effectiveness and Administrative Efficiency of the 
Concentrated Employment Program Under Title IB of the Econ¬ 
omic Opportunity Act of 1964, St. Louis, Missouri, November 
20, 1969 (Washington, D.C.: General Accounting OfficeT" 
1969), p. 61. 
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4 
employee. The coach helps the participant adjust in a pro¬ 
ductive way during the post-placement period, by acting as an 
advocate, friend and advisor. The coach must be perceived 
as having something tangible to offer the participant. Only 
after trust and credibility have been established can a coach 
. * . . 5 
act as an intervention agent with employers. 
Job coaching activities in the post-placement period 
encompass: (1) supportive services for the worker, (2) ad¬ 
visory and supportive services for management, (3) access to 
technical assistance' outside of the agency to improve work 
opportunities for the hard-to-employ, and (4) follow-up to 
provide information on participants' progress to program ad¬ 
ministrators. The necessary, effective activities and skills 
include: coaching and counseling work-related and personal 
problems, knowledge of organizations, mediating supervisory- 
employee conflicts, providing supportive services for partici¬ 
pants, and negotiating "buddy system" support and job related 
training. In addition, supportive services must be made 
available to management personnel, including management educa¬ 
tion about the hard-core unemployed, explanation and monitor- 
Stanley H. Ruttenberg and Associates, Inc., "Techniques for 
Job Development," Manpower Information Service: Reference 
File (Washington, D.C.: Bureau of National Affairs, Inc., 
1970), 41:1059-1065. 
5 
"Job Retention Problems Examined by Colorado University 
Study Group," Manpower Information Service: Current Reports, 
Vol. 2, No. 20, June 23, 1971 (Washington, D.C.: Bureau of 
National Affairs, Inc., 1971), p. 476. 
I 
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ing of results within the organization, and follow-up informa¬ 
tion and feedback must be furnished to agency personnel, as 
well as identification of "successful" techniques and cri- 
6 
tiques of failures. To some extent, these activities are 
socio-psychological in orientation, dealing largely with peo¬ 
ple and their interactions. They are particularly important 
activities in the operations of a follow-up program. 
Follow-up is relatively new in the manpower field and 
the jobs that have developed are loosely defined. Follow-up 
activities are an integral part of post-placement. Such ac¬ 
tivities have three functions: (1) a social bookkeeping 
function which accounts for the participant's progress after 
placement, relevant work experiences, and problems which were 
not anticipated; (2) an information retrieval function on 
which additional services might be needed; and (3) a feedback 
mechanism to obtain success and failure information and an¬ 
alysis for the EDT members. Through this mechanism correc¬ 
tive measures can be introduced into the agency's activities 
and made more adaptable to the work needs of the hard-to- 
7 
employ worker. 
What is to be avoided is the image that the job coach is 
a truant officer on call to discipline the worker for the em¬ 
ployer. .~ob coaches are not engaged in a police function 
c 
Ruttenborg, "Techniques for Job Development," 41:1060. 
7Ibid., 41:1065-1066. 
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although they may be active in seeing that the worker comes 
to work and refrains from behavior that might involve some 
disciplinary action. The role of job coach requires the 
blending of four activities: (1) maintaining a contact on 
and off the job with the hard-to-employ worker, (2) advising 
supervisors on the handling of problems related to the 
worker, (3) counseling workers and supervisors, and (4) pro¬ 
viding for feedback on the participant's progress to the 
8 
agency. 
The bridging of the gap between the worker and the or¬ 
ganization requires knowledge and sensitivity, not only 
about the needs of the disadvantaged but also about the po¬ 
tential employer. This is one reason why assistance is pro¬ 
vided to the employer who has already made a commitment by 
employing hard-to-place workers. Some services are arranged 
through public agencies, such as welfare, rehabilitation or 
vocational education, public health, or the school system. 
Others may be provided through private funding or referred 
to voluntary organizations. Although job coaching is large¬ 
ly regarded as part of the supportive services for the 
worker, coaching is also of substantial assistance to man¬ 
agement; for example, alcoholic and disciplinary problems, 
which usually call for unilateral involvement by management 
8Ibid., 41:1065-1070. 
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can sometimes be handled through the mechanism of the job 
coach.9 
Many manpower programs utilized coaches to increase 
their post-placement job retention rates by providing sup¬ 
port to a new employee as normal job adjustment problems 
occurred. The coach's support is aimed at helping the par¬ 
ticipant deal with the employment situation and the prob¬ 
lems which arise, rather than at changing the situation. In 
many cases, the coach can identify a problem for the trainee 
which can be resolved through the services of other social 
agencies. The coach usually handles external work-related 
problems such as childcare, transportation to and from 
work, and mismanaged debts and can also become involved in 
misunderstandings on the job between the new employee and 
the supervisor-or co-workers.^ 
Follow-up Period and Techniques 
Follow-up activities should obtain a high priority since 
they afford an opportunity for both information gathering and 
supportive services. A regular proportion of staff time 
should be allocated to the follow-up activities with the ap¬ 
propriate emphasis impressed upon all EDT members. 
9Ibid., 41:1077-1078. 
■^Stanley H. Ruttenberg and Associates, Inc., "Follow-Up," 
Manpower Information Service: Reference Files, Section 41 
(Washington, D.C.: Bureau of National Affairs, Inc., 1970), 
41:3201. 
^Ruttenberg, "Techniques for Job Development, 
If 41:1092. 
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According to many manpower program specialists, the 
first three months of employment following training are the 
most critical in determining whether a new employee will re¬ 
main on the job. Most trainees who leave, do so in this 
period. Half of the total who quit last less than two weeks. 
Because adjustment to a new work site is difficult for any¬ 
one, the disadvantaged trainee may be more likely to drop 
out soon after initial placement than others. To begin with, 
the participants are moving from the comfort and relative 
protection of a training program into a situation governed 
by production demands. They may be unsure of themselves and 
what they have learned, and concerned about the usefulness 
of the prior training in the real world. As participants, 
they may feel that supervisors and fellow workers single them 
out for special tasks and tests reserved for recipients of 
federal training aid. When this is coupled with the train¬ 
ees' histories of failure, they may assume that the problems 
experienced on the job are more of the same and that nothing 
has changed- The participants may give up, feeling that 
12 
there is little use in fighting the inevitable. 
Individual factors concerning both the participant and 
the job placement should influence the follow-up method used. 
In general, follow-up extends the personalized interest in 
12 
Ruttenberg, "Follow-up," 41:3201. 
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the participant by providing both on-the-job and off-the-job 
support. In addition, coaches provide a link between the 
participant, the agency, and the community resources so that 
the necessary services may be utilized. Through this pro¬ 
cedure, data are provided by which a manpower staff may 
judge the effectiveness of its services to the disadvantaged. 
The supportive role simply emphasizes the effectiveness of 
the program to the participant and is gradually diminished 
over a period of time. Conversely, the need for data collec¬ 
tion to be used in statistical reports will often increase 
13 
over time as the participant maintains employment. 
Since support is necessary during the participant's 
first month on the job, the coach's visits are intensive - 
often once a week. As the adjustment to work is made, sup¬ 
port becomes less necessary and the frequency of calls is 
reduced. The coach will usually visit the participant at 
work, if the employer agrees, or at home, if the work site 
is inaccessible. The CEP guidelines stipulate the partici¬ 
pant will be considered a job placement after completion of 
thirty working days. 
After this initial trial period has passed, CEP con¬ 
ducts two further follow-ups. One takes place after the 
participant has been on the job for sixty days, and the other 
13 
14 
Ibid. 
Ibid., 41:3201-3202. 
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occurs thirty days later, or ninety days after placement. 
The first-line supervisor is usually the primary point of 
contact for follow-ups; the employee is contacted only when 
particular problems arise or after he calls the coach. The 
number of calls a coach will make is determined by the par¬ 
ticipant's need for support. For example, an alcoholic 
whose drinking interferes with work will receive more in¬ 
tensive follow-up than a woman with one child who needs only 
child-care services to make her available for work.^ 
To be sure that the participants are still employed 
after the first month, the coach usually telephones the em¬ 
ployers. In the second follow-up, the coach tries to per¬ 
sonally contact the employees at the work sites. The ra¬ 
tionale behind this technique is two-fold. First, the per¬ 
sonal contact should indicate to the participants that some¬ 
one cares about them and their activities. Second, by visit¬ 
ing the job site, the coach may learn that the employer needs 
more persons with skills similar to those of the present CEP 
employee. In the third follow-up, coaches commonly call the 
employer to check on the employee's progress. However, some 
coaches have found that employers do not want to be called. 
Therefore, the coach may have to visit the work site and ask 
to speak with the participant's supervisor. 
15Ibid. 
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CEP follow-ups are aimed primarily at on-the-job prob¬ 
lems which have to be resolved. The availability of a coach, 
who has both the sensitivity to understand and the experi¬ 
ence to comprehend the pressures of a production situation, 
may help solve many misunderstandings before they reach 
traumatic proportions. These follow-up coaches should be 
sensitized to the background and problems of the disadvan¬ 
taged employee in order to relate the unfamiliar aspects and 
routine of a job in terms that the new worker will under- 
4. ^ 16 stand. 
CEP was originally designed to follow-up all partici¬ 
pants, no matter where they were placed or how they obtained 
their job placements. The Department of Labor guidelines 
stipulated that CEP proposals should discuss general strate¬ 
gies and approaches for insuring that the plan be developed 
at the outset for adequate post-training and post-employment 
follow-up and the recycling of individuals who failed to ad- 
• * 17 just. 
The failure of significant numbers to report for work or 
remain employed indicates that many participants needed fol¬ 
low-up assistance. However, only a limited amount of follow¬ 
up was actually performed. A problem with one CEP was the 
16 Ibid., 41:3202. 
■^Comptroller General of the United States, Report to the 
Congress: Effectiveness and Administrative Efficiency of 
the Concentrated Employment Program Under Title IB of the 
Economic Opportunity Act of 1964, Detroit, Michigan, October 
27, 1969 (Washington, D.C.: General Printing Office, 1969), 
p. 42. 
49 
failure to provide sufficient assistance to participants in 
adjusting to their jobs after they have obtained them. Ac¬ 
cording to CEP guidelines, coaches were responsible for lo¬ 
cating any of the participants who were no-longer-employed 
and suggesting that they return to CEP for other job refer¬ 
rals or further assistance. The lack of follow-up in the 
case cited was attributed to insufficient staffing, since 
the extent of follow-up needed was not anticipated during 
18 
the planning stages. 
Feedback On Follow-up 
Much of the follow-up information obtained through 
August, 1968, was limited, in most cases, to a determination 
of whether or not participants were still employed at the 
end of the ninety-day period. In addition, the majority of 
follow-up contacts had been made by telephone, rather than 
direct, personal interaction between coaches and partici- 
19 
pants. One reason is that the number of enrollees per 
coach could not be maintained at sufficiently low levels to 
enable the coach to provide adequate individual follow-up 
services. As a consequence, coaches were allowed to decide 
which participant they would follow-up, the amount of follow¬ 
up contacts and when further follow-up was no longer neces- 
"^Ibid. , pp. 44-47. 
1 9 
Comptroller General of the United States, November 20, 1969, 
pp. 60-62. 
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sary. In addition, no procedures had been established for 
the systematic evaluation of the follow-up activities per- 
20 
formed. Apparently, the lack of adequate follow-up is 
attributable to the sponsors' failure to employ a full staff 
of coaches, to place sufficient emphasis on prompt and con¬ 
tinued follow-up, to provide ample follow-up, and to com- 
pletely define the coach's role. As a result, much of 
the follow-up performed was restricted to bookkeeping types 
of activities. 
Participant responses concerning follow-up have been 
varied. Some respondents complained that they were refused 
assistance when they were laid-off from their jobs and re¬ 
turned to CEP. Of this group, many simply noted that they 
could have used help. Respondents who reported that they 
had not received help were asked whether they had needed any 
type of assistance which CEP normally provides. Approxi¬ 
mately half said they had needed help. Those participants 
who did receive these services were nearly unanimous in en- 
20 
Comptroller General of the United States, Report to the 
Congress: Effectiveness and Administrative Efficiency of 
the Concentrated Employment Program Under Title IB of the 
Economic Opportunity Act of 1964, Chicago, Illinois, Novem- 
ber 6, 1969 (Washington, D.C.: General Accounting Office, 
1969) , p. 30. 
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Elchanan Cohn, David N. Hughes, and Morgan V. Lewis, Re¬ 
cruiting, Placing, and Retaining the Hard-to-Employ (Uni¬ 
versity Park, Pennsylvania: The Institute for Research on 
Human Resources, Pennsylvania State University, 1971), pp. 
148-149. 
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dorsing them. One study showed that only fifteen percent of 
the employed participants contacted, reported receiving addi¬ 
tional help after leaving. This is particularly unfortunate 
since many of the participants were assumed to have multiple 
problems. 
The cost of follow-up counseling appears to be worth¬ 
while during the initial training period of employment. In 
order to improve these services CEP sponsors should provide 
a sufficient number of coaches, determine a practical case¬ 
load limit for each coach and establish a time schedule 
22 
showing the number and frequency of contacts to be made. 
The development of formalized follow-up and feedback proce¬ 
dures and outcome criteria should facilitate the team’s pro¬ 
cesses and increase the individual effectiveness of both 
coaches and participants. 
CEP Participants 
The "disadvantaged worker" has become part of the 
rhetoric of manpower. Only persons 16 and over who reside 
within the target area and meet the "disadvantaged" criteria 
are eligible to participate in a CEP. They generally are 
described as underskilled, undereducated and lacking talents 
2 9 
Employability Development Team Interaction Analysis: An 
Exploratory Study (Bloomington, Indiana: School of Educa¬ 
tion, University of Indiana, 1971), p. 29. 
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2 3 
needed to fit into the modern job market. "Disadvantaged" 
is defined as being poor, not having suitable employment, 
and being either (1) a school dropout, (2) a member of a 
minority, (3) under 22 years of age, (4) 45 years of age or 
24 
over, or (5) handicapped. Disadvantaged individuals who 
reside near but outside the area are ineligible to partici¬ 
pate in CEP. Although some may consider prohibiting people 
who live in a location contiguous to the target area from 
entering the program unfair and unreasonable, location of 
residence is no more an arbitrary cutoff than the family in¬ 
come criteria which may be equally inexplicable to the people 
25 
whose earnings barely exceed the maximum limits. 
The principal disadvantaged persons to be included in 
CEP are: (1) young males between the ages of 16-25, who are 
school dropouts, have a police record, are unemployed, or 
have a sporadic employment record; (2) males in the above 
range who have a record of underemployment, have low labor mar 
ket skills, or have a high school education but have no work 
experience; (3) males, 35 years of age and older, who have a 
low educational attainment, have poor work records, or have 
prison records; and (4) female heads of households, who 
2 3 
Ruttenberg, "Techniques for Job Development," 41:1075. 
^"What the Government is Doing About Training," Training in 
Business and Industry, Vol. 7, No. 11, November, 1970, p. 30 
25Stanley H. Ruttenberg and Associates, Inc., "Concentrated 
Employment Program," Manpower Information Service: Refer- 
ence File (Washington, D.C.: Bureau of National Affairs, 
"Inc. , 1969) , 21:1451. 
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have a low educational attainment or have little or no work 
records in jobs with meaningful employment (adequate income 
2 6 
producing) . 
Available data on CEP show that about 85 percent of the 
participants are non-white, ranging from about 20 percent 
(chiefly Indians) in one of the rural programs to virtually 
100 percent (Blacks) in two of the city programs. About 12 
percent of the whites are Spanish-speaking. Slightly more 
than half of the CEP participants have been women. In addi¬ 
tion, half have been out of work for at least 15 weeks prior 
to entering the program. Almost all of those enrolled came 
27 
from families whose incomes were below the poverty level. 
Many of the disadvantaged have grown up in an environ¬ 
ment of welfare, having non-working parents and peers as 
models. For the most part, these persons have been trained 
to be disadvantaged as a result of their acculturation to 
their immediate environment. They are used to being re¬ 
jected and being told that they will fail and have learned 
to expect failure. Moreover, some may even want to fail at 
newly acquired jobs. This may indicate that the primary 
problems of the disadvantaged may not be resolved by jobs 
alone. Further mechanisms and services will be needed to 
_ 
Cohn, et. a_l. , p. 10. 
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"Concentrated Employment Program Puts 62,000 Into Jobs," 
Training and Development Journal, Vol. 23, No. 9, Septem¬ 
ber , 1969, p. 50. 
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facilitate their acceptance and desire for a more productive 
* . . * 28 
way of life. 
Participants seeking help come from mixed cultural 
backgrounds and bring to an EDT a myriad of personal and em¬ 
ployment problems. Generally, CEP participants have had a 
limited exposure to different kinds of jobs, although these 
jobs were primarily low-level and dead-end. They are usually 
persons who have repeatedly been denied opportunities for 
competitive job situations, lack confidence and often fail 
to realistically identify their goals, motives, and poten¬ 
tials. While a participant's attitudes may have been good 
when first hired, in the majority of cases the job itself 
seems to have been a disappointment. After repeated fail¬ 
ures, many appear to give up and retreat into a marginal 
existence. For most, the very process of living has been 
so difficult and so fraught with disappointments that they 
have lost faith in both themselves and in those who want to 
help. Thus, the disadvantaged have simply stopped trying 
and have developed what would seem to the casual on-looker 
29 
as a compulsion to fail. 
Many of the participants were unemployed because they 
were unwilling to take the kinds of jobs that were normally 
2 Q 
Mentec Corporation, Operation Pathfinder (Los Angeles, 
California: Mentec Corporation, 1972), pp. 47-48. 
^John D. Dewhurst, "Employing the Unemployables," Super¬ 
visory Management, Vol. 13, No. 16, June, 1968, p. 20. 
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available to them. They knew that they could get low-level, 
dead-end jobs at any time. In most cases, their decisions 
have appeared to be deliberate conscious choices. They 
simply did not care to work in such jobs, and there is no 
reason to believe that any amount of coaching, guidance, or 
30 
orientation could convince them that they should. "The 
customary incentives and motivators do not work on people 
who spring from a different cultural setting. Yet, they 
(the hard-core) realize the importance of being on the job 
31 
and of working eight hours a day." 
One study revealed that a significant proportion of 
the participants had rather vague, uncrystallized vocational 
preferences. Yet their answers suggested a realistic evalu¬ 
ation of available options and hopes for moderate upward 
mobility. Their goals were somewhat above what they had 
known in the past but, given adequate training and employment 
32 
opportunities, seemed quite attainable. In general, the 
disadvantaged viewed their participation in CEP as their last 
30 
Cohn, et. al., p 
31 
"3M Test of Hard-Core Motivation Finds Traditional In¬ 
centive Absent," Manpower Information Service: Current Re¬ 
ports, Vol. 2, No. 20 (Washington, D.C. 
Affairs, Inc., 1971), p. 465. 
^Cohn, et. al., p. 102. 
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chance to gain employment and solve the problems which have 
3 3 
kept them outside the mainstream of American living. 
Retention of Participants 
The real test of CEP's effectiveness is not how many of 
its participants obtain jobs but rather, how many retain 
them or, at least maintain steady employment. Two principal 
influences affecting the participant's job retention are: 
(1) external variables, or those due to the environment of 
the organization in which they are placed; and (2) internal 
variables, or those due to individual characteristics or 
traits of the disadvantaged employee. 
The hierarchical level of decision-making in an organ¬ 
ization demonstrates the employers' commitment to such a 
program. If decisions are left to junior executives, the 
possibility that such a program will succeed is alleged to 
be slight compared to a situation in which a vice-president 
or plant manager is held responsible. Similarly, the more 
favorable the employer's overall attitude toward CEP re¬ 
ferrals, the greater the likelihood of program success. An 
effective situation exists when management is expected to, 
and actually does, make some active contribution to the pro¬ 
gram's success. The degree of employer commitment to pro- 
33Paul Munger, A Review of the Employability Development 
Model: General Summary (Bloomington, Indiana: University 
of Indiana, 1971) , p^ 2 8. 
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O A 
grams designed to employ the disadvantaged is crucial. 
The employment of hard-to-place workers introduces a 
number of anxieties for different groups of individuals with¬ 
in the organization. The three groups that are most affec¬ 
ted are the employees in the personnel department, the 
supervisors•in production departments, and the co-workers 
involved. Within the first group, there is the anxiety that 
the personnel staff will be charged with not hiring the 
right man for the job. 
The threat to the second group is that production quo¬ 
tas may not be met initially if these workers are employed 
35 
and cannot meet performance standards. A key insight is 
that the supervisor-trainee relationship is probably the 
most important in the employment process. If supervisors 
are intimately involved in the decisions regarding the CEP 
program, and if there is a high level of support within the 
company, there is a higher chance of program success.^ 
Thus, the higher the opinion of the CEP participants held 
by the first-line supervisors, the greater the likelihood 
for their success. 
"^Cohn, et,. ad.. , pp. 246-257. 
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Ruttenberg, "Techniques for Job Development," 41:1077. 
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"Project 250 Experience Guides Federal Service Careers 
Program," Manpower Information Service: Current Reports, 
Vol. 2, No. 9 (Washington, D.C.: Bureau of National 
Affairs, Inc., 1971), p. 209. 
58 
The third group consists of those co-workers who may 
feel there is an alien in their midst; someone who receives 
special consideration, while possibly failing to fulfill 
group duties and obligations. Co-workers sometimes resent 
what they perceive as the preferential treatment given CEP 
participants. For example, supervisors sometimes disregard 
tardiness and are less stringent in enforcing organizational 
rules and regulations on dress and behavior. A common ap¬ 
proach has been for the supervisor to take the complaining 
worker aside and explain the reasons for such treatment and 
the participant's need for additional time to adjust to the 
37 
work situation. Participants who feel disliked and ex¬ 
ploited are likely to leave their jobs whenever extra de¬ 
mands are made of them. Some data do not support the con¬ 
tention that early preparation of supervisors and regular 
employees to deal with newly lured disadvantaged workers can 
3 8 
be correlated with program success. 
The knowledge and sophistication of the employer can 
also play a significant role in participant retention rates. 
Some "disadvantaged employers" lack the necessary skills and 
talent to understand and appreciate the manpower problems of 
^7"JOBS NOW" Coaching Method Helps Ghetto Youth Adjust to 
Work," Manpower Information Service: Current Reports, Vol. 
2, No. 23 (Washington, D.C.: Bureau of National Affairs, 
Inc., 1971), p. 549. 
3 8 
Cohn, et. al., p. 253. 
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the disadvantaged workers. The disadvantaged employer is a 
victim of the "credentials mystique" of society, as well as 
of the employment assumptions of the organization. Organi¬ 
zations which viewed CEP as a ghetto employment service 
tended to have lower retention rates among their CEP hires. 
Similarly, organizations claiming difficulty in recruiting 
non-CEP workers were less likely to score high on the number 
of CEP participants retained. Employers who required more 
stringent entrance requirements also were found to have 
higher participant retention rates than those without these 
requirements. However, few participants could meet these 
rigorous standards. In addition, those organizations which 
reported a shortage of qualified workers as their reason for 
hiring CEP participants usually had lower retention rates. 
3 
These firms normally had high turnover among all employees. 
On the basis of this information, firms which choose to 
hire more than the average number of CEP workers are more 
likely to have a lower than average rate of retention. If 
this is true, there may be a number of factors involved. 
For instance, firms with higher than average involvement, 
may be less strict on hiring standards and work rules. The 
most common hiring requirements found were: (1) high school 
39"Equitable Alters Hard-Core Training Seeks Relevance in 
Education, Tests," Manpower Information Service: Current 
Reports, Vol. 1, No. 21 (Washington, D.C.: Bureau of Na¬ 
tional Affairs, Inc., 1970), p. 20. 
I 
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diploma; (2) previous training; (3) qualification tests; (4) 
health examination; (5) check on police record; and (6) 
draft exemption. Of these, two requirements appear to be 
correlated with job retention: a check on police record and 
draft exemption. One supposition made as to the effect of 
requiring checks on police records was that those organiza¬ 
tions with more rigorous employment criteria, in general, 
were likely to be stricter with participants. If they 
screened more referrals per hired worker, their chances of 
success appeared to be greater. Similarly, those organiza¬ 
tions which did not require draft exemption might have in¬ 
creased their success because some of the better workers who 
qualified for the draft, but who may have been excluded by 
other organizations, increased the general ability level of 
the participants. "Creaming", or extra selectivity, may 
also be conducive to the retention of CEP workers just as 
it is alleged to operate in regard to other types of workers. 
Some organizations feel that the disadvantaged are peo¬ 
ple with extraordinary employment problems and these prob¬ 
lems require special actions (i.e. supportive services) on 
the part of the employer. Other organizations agree that 
the hard-core are different, but not different enough to re¬ 
quire any special actions or training programs on the em- 
40 
40 
Cohn, et. al., pp. 236-246. 
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ployer's behalf. A frequent adjustment of hiring standards 
was to drop the requirement for a high school diploma or to 
lower the requirement for previous training. Other adjust¬ 
ments were made in regard to absenteeism and tardiness. Most 
employers chose to treat CEP referrals in much the same man¬ 
ner as regular employees. Calling attention to the disad¬ 
vantaged employees may hinder their absorption into the work 
42 
force, hurting both the participant and the firm. 
Some of the above adjustments were self-defeating. 
Those organizations relaxing absenteeism or tardiness were 
less likely to obtain successful retention rates. Similar¬ 
ly, the relaxation of hiring standards reduced the likeli¬ 
hood of success. In one CEP program, 64 percent of the em¬ 
ployers did not relax their standards for CEP hires. Of the 
29 firms which did relax their standards, 25 percent reported 
that this relaxation created a problem with their regular em- 
4 3 
ployees. Maintaining regular organizational standards, 
but explaining them carefully to new workers appears to be a 
more successful policy. 
John F. Sullivan, "Assimilating the Newly-Employed Hard- 
Core," Training and Development Journal, Vol. 24, No. 9, 
September, 1970, p. 44. 
^Cohn, et. a_l. , pp. 249-251. 
"Key to Placing Hard-Core Jobless is Quality Jobs, 'CEP' 
Study Says," Manpower Information Service: Current Reports, 
Vol. 3, No. 18 (Washington, D.C.: Bureau of National 
Affairs, Inc., 1972), p. 426. 
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A positive correlation seems to exist between job reten¬ 
tion and the participation of the firm in other programs, 
such as MDTA, Urban League, etc. The more an individual firm 
participates in such programs, the greater the chance for suc¬ 
cess with CEP* Participation in other programs is not neces¬ 
sarily an external influence. Experience (especially a fav¬ 
orable one) with similar programs is likely to result in a 
better understanding of the needs and aspirations of the dis¬ 
advantaged and to improve attitudes, both of which lead to 
expectations of additional success. Further, such experience 
may be conducive for more effective planning of hiring prac¬ 
tices, better orientation for CEP participants, and greater 
preparation of co-workers and supervisors. 
Firms with more disadvantaged employees than the sample 
average and more blacks among their regular employees were 
found to be more successful. The larger the percentage of 
blacks among regular employees the more likely the program 
was to succeed. Organizations which assigned participants 
to a few areas, instead of scattering them throughout their 
work force, were on the average more successful. These 
findings suggest that the CEP workers who found themselves 
working with several other participants had fewer problems 
44 
adjusting to their jobs. 
Transportation to and from the job is acknowledged as 
TZ 
Cohn, et. al., pp. 237-268. 
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one of the major barriers confronting inner-city residents 
4 5 
who are or should be in the job market. Presumably, the 
closer the location of the firm to the CEP target area, the 
greater the likelihood of success. The reasons are: (1) 
that reduced travel time and commuting costs make it easier 
for the disadvantaged to get to work; and (2) the job is 
likely to be in neighborhoods familiar to the participants, 
facilitating their own identification with the job. 
A basic question which confronts both the employer and 
the coach is how participants can be integrated into the 
work force (that is, eventually be slotted into "normal" 
work roles). One strategy is to develop a "familiarization 
campaign" designed to acquaint resistant groups with the 
facts of the hard-core unemployed.^ Job retention is 
affected not only by the strangeness of the "world-of-work" 
behavior patterns, but also by the fact that the newcomer 
to the job world has no friends among his fellow-workers to 
ease his adjustment to the new job. 
4"5 . 
"Getting to and From Job: Transportation Problem of Hard- 
Core," Manpower Information Service: Reference File 
(Washington, D.C.: Bureau of National Affairs, Inc., 1969), 
41:6021. 
4 6 
Ruttenberg, "Techniques for Job Development," 41:1077-1078. 
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Initially, employers must be willing to tolerate some 
deviation while participants try to modify their life styles 
to meet the job requirements. The participants need assis¬ 
tance in adjusting to their jobs after they have obtained 
them. One method would be to assign an older, more experi¬ 
enced worker to the participant who would act as a friend 
and counselor during the first rough weeks on the job. When 
possible this "buddy" or "big brother" should be a person 
who works in the same department, on the same shift, and is 
easily approachable by the new worker. Where sex, race and 
47 
age are matched, communications may be less difficult. 
The "buddy" is often a one-time disadvantaged trainee who 
may be better able to relate personally to the participant 
than other employees. "Buddies" are also responsible for 
facilitating the participants' adjustment to the work situ¬ 
ation by introducing them to fellow employees, familiarizing 
them with the plant and, generally, setting an example which 
can serve to instill a sense of discipline in the new workers. 
Under the plan, "big brothers" were to act as temporary 
supervisors for the hard-core, with regular foremen passing 
their orders and suggestions through them. When problems 
develop on the job, the "buddy" is available for advice and 
Buddies' Trained to Aid Hard-Core; Unions Claim Increase 
in Retention," Manpower Information Service: Current Re¬ 
ports , Vol. 1, No. 10 (Washington, D.C.: Bureau of Na¬ 
tional Affairs, Inc., 1970), p. 20. 
f 
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guidance. Occasionally the "buddy5'even goes to the trainee's 
home if problems, personal or otherwise, interfere with the 
4 8 
trainee's ability to carry out the job responsibilities. 
Organizations which adopt this system are more apt to suc¬ 
ceed with programs such as CEP. 
CEP guidelines for follow-up programs recommended that 
each CEP develop job behavioral goals with regard to atten¬ 
dance, punctuality, and production. The overall goal of 
each schedule would be to bring each worker to regular per¬ 
formance levels and full pay as soon as he demonstrates his 
reliability and his ability to do the job. The development 
of these goals should be a joint task of the employer, the 
49 
coach, and the participant. 
Respondents for some larger organizations reported that 
they had been briefed by CEP coaches on how to understand 
and work with disadvantaged people. This preliminary in¬ 
struction may have aided them in their interaction with CEP 
participants. Large organizations usually have benefitted 
from experienced personnel workers who often displayed un¬ 
derstanding of the problems of disadvantaged. In addition, 
48"Republic Steel Keys Training to Develop Future Manpower," 
Manpower Information Service: Current Reports, Vol. 2, 
No. 19 (Washington, D.C.: Bureau of National Affairs, 
Inc., 1971), p. 452. 
49"President Nixon's Manpower Recommendations in Fiscal 1973 
Budget - Special Analysis of Federal Manpower Programs by 
Office of Management and Budget (Official text)," Manpower 
Information Service: Current Reports, Vol. 3, No. 10 
(Washington, D.C.: Bureau of National Affairs, Inc., 1972), 
p. 426. 
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these organizations usually have more resources per employee, 
greater diversity of job opportunities and more experience 
with different types of employees. This was less true of the 
smaller organizations. Apparently, a larger organization 
should perform better than a smaller one in participant re¬ 
tention rates. 
Many job placements analyzed were found to be unattrac¬ 
tive and jobs which the disadvantaged probably could have 
acquired without special training or placement assistance. 
This is particularly important given the finding that the 
more difficult the physical aspects of the job, the less 
50 
likely the program is to succeed. In nearly every instance 
of job loss, the participants stated that they just did not 
like their jobs because the plant was dirty and hot, the 
work boring, the job was degrading, the hours difficult or 
the working conditions poor. The retention rate should in¬ 
crease after participants become employed at jobs they want 
and like, and after employers decide it is economically im¬ 
portant for them to be able to recruit and train from these 
sources. When CEP succeeded in developing jobs that were 
more desirable than those participants could get on their 
own, the participants' lack of employability skills, which 
had prevented them from getting such jobs in the past, often 
contributed to poor job retention. A moderate starting 
^ Cohn, et. al., pp. 238-241. 
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salary with fairly rapid increases appeared to be the best 
51 
way to enhance retention. 
Employers' good opinions of enrollees were illustrated 
by a study which found that 98 percent of the sampled em- 
• ployers were willing to hire other CEP participants. While 
the general reaction of employers to both team members and 
participants was positive, a lack of communication between 
coaches and employers was indicated. The employers seemed 
to feel that they could and would contact an EDT member for 
help if they had problems with enrollees. Those who said they 
would not contact the team indicated that they felt they 
52 
could handle problems through their own sources. Employ¬ 
ers who asserted that the coaches were helpful tended to 
evaluate the program's success considerably higher. Thus, 
contact with helpful CEP coaches seems to increase the 
likelihood of success. 
While the employer's contact with coaches seems to in¬ 
crease the chance of success, special training programs and 
preparation of supervisors and co-workers, contact with CEP 
other than the coaches, and the introduction of a "buddy 
system" showed no relationship to the success of a program 
within an organization. Other insignificant factors were: 
the geographic location of the firm, the wage levels com- 
51United States Research and Development Corporation, The 
First Year: Report on an Experimental and Demonstration 
Program (New York: United States Research and Development 
Corporation, 1970), pp. 25-26. 
52 
Munger, pp. 42-43. 
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ing standards. Cf the data or. most recent jobs that were 
analyzed, i 
ware rates 
le nest intertart influence cn 30b retention was 
* ■*> 
-he effects cf Ct? experiences cn 30b retention were 
rarer cemared tc rerserai characteristics reflected in such 
* 4k 
thanes as sex. Only ere demographic variable, the sex of 
ras feme te he predictive cf job status. 
- scale tartaeatants were nere likely tc retain enclave 
k * -a » ^ 
nan 
.e view that females generally 
have a weaker later ferce attachment than males and probably 
™ ^ — * * * * ^ ~ r* ^ ^ _ _~w ^ ^ ~ w ** * ** * * * • ^ — w * * * ^ w ~ 
areas. The lack cf child care facilities for CZ? cartici- 
pants hampered their 3th retention. This was particularly 
e one or tie rest consistent 11 names was 
ere mere likely than men tc maintain successful 
^__ __ _ ^^. tina ' - CEP ^ 
Lt vc—a_ -
.e was tonne tc te msigr.im- 
:tier factors asscciatef with 
— 
3tb security and perstir rights, outweigh the financial re- 
stenstttltttes cf marriage as factors in determining employ¬ 
ment stability. Are seems tc have a distinct influence upon 
cr, 
z. t 
lev ro Plactnr Zard-lcre mc.ess is r Lality Jobs, 'CEP' 
■ j — 4 to. 425-426 
69 
job tenure. The effect of race differs sharply for younger 
and older workers. Young, non-white workers average seven 
weeks less job tenure than their white peers, whereas non- 
wince adults can be expected to have fifteen weeks less job 
tenure than whites. In addition, education may contribute 
directly no habits of stability, or it ray improve oppor- 
runities fcr employment in satisfying jobs which discourage 
turnover. Quite possibly, the education system acts as a 
screening device for distinguishing between stable workers 
and those prone to dropping out, be it from school or work. 
Health problems may also be an impediment to stable em¬ 
ployment. Many of the ailments seem to be of a lowgrade, 
chronic variety such as nosebleeds, headaches, and respira¬ 
tory problems, many of which are aggravated by the work en¬ 
vironment .DD Participants who reported having had regular 
coaches while working, feeling that CEP provided what they 
hoped for, and having accepted CEP-referred jobs were more 
likely to be employed. 
Personal problems encountered by participants were the 
most common causes given for job losses, rather than work- 
related problems. Lack of experience vrith or knowledge 
about problems of disadvantaged workers was the most fre¬ 
quently cited work-related problem, aside from trainee ab- 
55Peter B. Doerincer, ed., Programs to Employ the Disadvan¬ 
taged (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 
1969), pp. 251-255. 
70 
c c 
senteeism or tardiness, in a recent survey of employers. 
Other reasons given were about equally divided between un¬ 
acceptable behavior of employees, e.g. absenteeism, lack 
of motivation, alcoholism, and the undesirability of the 
types of jobs to which the disadvantaged were assigned. 
While few participants were fired, most simply walked 
off the job. The most frequently expressed reasons for 
quitting jobs were: (1) court and legal actions causing 
tardiness and absenteeism (many said that if they had to be 
an hour late for work, they would not go at all), (2) family 
and girl friend problems, (3) transportation, (4) health, 
including drug addiction, and (5) combinations of all of 
the above problems plus financial difficulties and the 
57 
stresses of a new job. In many cases these problems were 
too much for the participant to handle. Only about 5 per¬ 
cent of each group left their first jobs for what may be 
considered a positive reason — i.e., to take another job — 
although the desire to find another job may have been impli¬ 
cit in the reasons cited by other respondents. Few individ¬ 
uals went to the extent of obtaining other jobs before they 
had left their current positions. 
__ 
"In-house Training Capability Urged For Employers of Hard- 
Core," Manpower Information Service: Current Reports, Vol. 
1, No. 20 (Washington, D.C.: Bureau of National Affairs, 
Inc., 1970), p. 18. 
C *7 
;United States Research and Development Corporation, p. 25. 
r 
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In one study, follow-up interviews showed that 37 per¬ 
cent of those who had been placed in jobs by CEP were still 
5 8 
employed at these jobs. A sample of terminations between 
July, 1968, and March, 1969, indicated that 45 percent 
found full-time employment and 10 percent either transferred 
to other programs, returned to school or entered military 
service. The remaining 45 percent left for diverse reasons 
ranging from refusal to continue, dismissal, and movement 
59 
out of the area. Reasons given by employers for partici¬ 
pants who had terminated from the program included termina¬ 
tions for other employment, military service or return to 
school. The majority of the participants lost their jobs 
because of poor attendance, illness, and other personal or 
behavioral reasons.^ These figures illustrate the low job 
retention rates for CEP participants and further emphasize 
the need for more effective follow-up. 
5 8 
Cohn, et. al., pp. 209-211. 
59 
Ruttenberg, "Concentrated Employment Program," 21:1454. 
^Comptroller General of the United States, Report to the 
Congress, Effectiveness and Administrative Efficiency of 
the Concentrated Employment Program Under Title IB cf the 
Economic Opportunity Act of 1964, Los Angeles, California, 
October 24, 1969 (Washington, D.C.: General Accounting 
Office, 1969) , p. 45. 
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Summary 
The follow-up program is an important component of the 
manpower services provided by the Concentrated Employment 
Program. It begins after the participant is hired by an em¬ 
ployer and placed on the actual work site. The job coach 
is responsible for performing the follow-up and providing any 
needed supportive services. Personal contacts are supposed 
to be made weekly during the first thirty days of employment 
and then less frequently during the remaining sixty days. 
The purpose of these interactions is to determine if any 
problems have developed and, if so, what corrective services 
should be provided. 
The principal services deal with both on-the-job and 
off-the-job problems. If the services cannot be satisfac¬ 
torily provided by the coach or the EDT, participants are 
referred to another community agency for the appropriate 
services. This referral source could be Rehabilitation, Wel¬ 
fare, Family Services, or Legal Aid depending on the specific 
needs of the participant. Referral services allow for the 
adoption of any needed modifications in the participants' 
programs for more effective job retention rates. By learning 
about the strengths and weaknesses of the existing program, 
corrective changes can be implemented for the increased em¬ 
ployment retention rates of participants. 
Characteristics of CEP participants were also discussed. 
f 
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One interesting factor was the variance of participant group 
percentages throughout the various CEP programs across the 
country. In addition, females have more significant reten¬ 
tion rates than do other categorical groupings. In con¬ 
clusion, present retention rates indicate that improvement 
can and should be instituted for further program effective¬ 
ness. 
CHAPTER IV 
PROCEDURES AND METHOD OF INVESTIGATION 
This chapter will describe the procedures and method 
of investigation utilized in the study. Specifically, defi¬ 
nitions, general research questions, methodology, sources of 
data, methods of obtaining data, and general information will 
be detailed. To provide a proper foundation for the analysis 
of the results, the principal terms used in this study will 
be defined. 
Definitions 
An organization refers to an economic, governmental or 
non-profit unit, generally, at a single, physical location 
where business is conducted or where services are performed.^ 
These organizations include both private companies in manu¬ 
facturing and non-manufacturing operations as well as gov¬ 
ernmental and non-profit service agencies. Each of the or¬ 
ganizations referred to in this study has hired at least 
one CEP participant during the period under analysis and 
has been involved with CEP's follow-up activities. The or¬ 
ganizational supervisor is either the immediate superior 
^"Executive Office of the President, Office of Management 
and Budget, Standard Industrial Classification Manual: 
1972 (Washington, D.C.: Superintendent of Documents, U.S. 
Government Printing Office, 1972), p. 10. 
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responsible for the participant's performance on the job or 
a superior responsible for the interactions involved in the 
CEP follow-up program. The purpose of these definitions is 
to both clarify the types of organizations employing CEP 
participants and the types of supervisors involved in fol¬ 
low-up activities. 
The next set of definitions are principally concerned 
with participants and their employment status in relation 
to their follow-up job placements. Participants are disad¬ 
vantaged individuals who enrolled in the Springfield, Massa¬ 
chusetts Concentrated Employment Program, completed their 
internal employability development plans, and were placed 
in their follow-up program positions. No-longer-employed 
participants either have been terminated by the organization 
or voluntarily left their CEP job placements during their 
ninety-day follow-up programs. On the other hand, still- 
employed participants remained in their CEP job placements 
and successfully completed their follow-up programs. 
General Research Questions 
Few studies have specifically analyzed follow-up pro¬ 
grams and the specific factors effecting retention rates. 
Instead, most of the existing information refers to achieved 
organizational retention rates or the correlation between 
participants' demographic characteristics and their associ¬ 
ated retention rates. Therefore, this study is more con- 
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cemed with the interaction patterns and interrelationships 
between the organizational supervisor, the job coach, and 
the participant rather than with demographic characteristics. 
Basically, this is an exploratory study into whether or not 
these interaction patterns are really important. Through 
this approach, the factors and variables which influence 
participant retention rates, if any, should be identified 
and then tested for their significance. 
General research questions were proposed from the re- 
2 
suits of a pilot study conducted in Fall, 1971. In this 
analysis, ~wo specific hypotheses were tested to ascertain 
retention rates for the Springfield CEP's participants. 
The first hypothesis predicted that more than fifty percent 
of the participants were still employed in their CEP job 
placements. The specific focus of this hypothesis was to 
examine the retention rates of the CEP participants as em¬ 
ployees. The second hypothesis stated that more than fifty 
percent of these participants were still employed at the end 
of the CEP follow-up program. In effect, this hypothesis 
analyzed the retention rates for job-placed participants 
within the CEP follow-up period. The results of this study 
indicated that only 37 percent of the sample were still ero- 
^leiand I. Forst, "A Preliminary Evaluation of the Concen¬ 
trated Employment Program, in Springfield, Massachusetts" 
(unpublished research paoer. University of Massachusetts, 
1972), pp. 19-32. 
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ployed in their CEP job placements. For this reason, the 
first hypothesis was rejected. In the second hypothesis, it 
was ascertained that 52 percent of the CEP participants had 
terminated within the 90-day follow-up period. This hypothe¬ 
sis was also rejected but with certain reservations. 
The results of the pilot test significantly influenced 
the directions of this study. In addition, the results 
showed that the CEP program had not been successful in main¬ 
taining high participant retention rates. Expected increases 
in the acceptable levels of retention rates by the Manpower 
Administration which were higher than the present retention 
rates for the Springfield CEP necessitated an analysis of 
the internal dynamics of the follow-up program. One objec¬ 
tive of this suudy was to locate and define any existing 
program difficulties. The following types of research ques¬ 
tions were developed to meet this objective: What is the 
frequency of and reason for interaction between the job 
coach and the participant while employed? Be tween the coach 
and the supervisor? Between the supervisor and the partici¬ 
pant? Is the interaction among these three parties primari¬ 
ly on-the-job, off-the-job or a combination of the two? 
What types of problems dees the participant bring to the 
attention of the supervisor and/or the job coach? And, how 
are these problems handled by the supervisor and/or the 
coach in these situations? 
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These questions are a summary of those asked in the pi¬ 
lot test. They are based on CEP's purpose to provide indi¬ 
vidualized service to the participants through the frequent 
interactions of the coach, organizational supervisor and 
participant during the follow-up period. If CEP is to achieve 
its goals, the scope and magnitude of the problems encountered, 
as well as the involvement of the coach and supervisor in 
these problems, must be ascertained. Without the appropriate 
interactions among the coach, organizational supervisor and 
the participant, the follow-up program will be ineffective in 
achieving high retention rates. Therefore, a more comprehen¬ 
sive and effective follow-up model can only be developed after 
the general research questions are answered. 
Methodology 
> 
An evaluation of a manpower follow-up program should en¬ 
compass an analysis of the present follow-up procedures and 
the variables which are involved. In addition, the evaluation 
should include an assessment of the EDT, particularly its role 
in and effect on the follow-up services provided. To obtain 
an overall perspective on these areas, coaches, organizational 
supervisors, and participants should be interviewed. Conse¬ 
quently, those factors or variables which make some effect like¬ 
ly to occur can be isolated. Thus, the methodology will be in¬ 
strumental in analyzing the present follow-up program utilized 
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by the Springfield CEP Program. 
The methods to be utilized will focus on: the outcomes 
which are achieved by the CEP Program, any changes which may 
be necessary to modify the outcomes, the factors associated 
with the changes, and the context for the changes. In other 
words, the emphasis of this study will be placed on the rea¬ 
sons for CEP's success in achieving its follow-up goals and 
the problems encountered which mitigate its effectiveness.4 
In this manner, the relevant elements can be incorporated in¬ 
to the development of a model for an effective manpower fol¬ 
low-up system. Individual case studies of the CEP partici¬ 
pants should highlight those patterns and trends which could 
be synthesized into a model. 
Sources of Data 
There are two principal sources of data which were util¬ 
ized in this analysis. The first source was the Manpower In¬ 
formation Service: Current Reports and Reference File pub- 
lished by the Bureau of National Affairs starting in 1969 and 
continuing through the present. These volumes provided pro¬ 
gram guidelines, changes instituted in the programs and 
relevant research findings with the effects and suggestions. 
^Louis Ferman, "Some Perspectives on Evaluating Social Welfare 
Programs" in Evaluating the War on Poverty, ed. by Louis Fer¬ 
man (Philadelphia, Pennsylvania: The American Academy of Po¬ 
litical and Social Sciences, 1969), pp. 144-145. 
^"Adjustment to Job Stresses is Goal of Pre-MDTA Training," Man¬ 
power Information Service: Current Reports, Vol. 1, No. 13 
(Washington, D.C.: Bureau of National Affairs, Inc., 1970), 
p. 26. 
I 
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The second principal source of information was inter¬ 
views with the CEP participants, CEP job coaches, and organ¬ 
izational supervisors. These persons were included because 
they are the primary components of the CEP follow-up program. 
Each person's opinions and views concerning the other per¬ 
sons involved and the follow-up program were obtained for a 
conp ete perspective. 
Methods of Obtaining Data 
The data was obtained through the following procedure. 
First, the Springfield CEP provided detailed lists of those 
participants who were placed during September, 1971, through 
May, 1972. These lists included the participants' name, sex, 
race, age group, education completed, address, organizational 
placement, employability development team, date of job entry, 
Dictionary of Occupational Titles Code and the job title. 
Second, the organizations in which the participants were 
placed were telephoned to ascertain whether or not the CEP par¬ 
ticipants were still employed and, if not, the date of separation 
Third, the total number of employees in each of the a- 
bove, identified organizations were supplied by the Massa¬ 
chusetts Division of Employment Security. Each organization 
was then categorized by its total number of employees. The 
categories which were used are 1-25, 26-50, 51-75, 76-100, 
101-250, 251-500, 501-1000, and 1001 and over. On the basis 
of the total number of organizations involved and the number 
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of organizations interviewed, a stratified random sample of 
organizations was obtained. The twenty organizations ran¬ 
domly selected indicated which CEP participants placed in 
organizations were to be interviewed. The randomization 
was based on the size of the organizations' labor force be¬ 
cause of the significance attributed to it in Chapter III 
(page 62) as opposed to other organizational variables which 
have been shown to be less influential. 
Fourth, the sample of CEP participants, both the no- 
longer-employed and still-employed participants, were in¬ 
terviewed by using a structured questionnaire. Furthermore, 
a black interviewer was hired to administer the question¬ 
naire to all CEP participants. 
In previous studies, difficulties were encountered in 
locating CEP participants for interviews. Traditional 
methods of communication - post cards and letters - failed 
to elicit responses among the disadvantaged. The lack of 
telephones and the similarity of names made tracing lost 
5 
parties by phone almost impossible. In addition, the re¬ 
spondents who were to be interviewed were extremely mobile. 
Many changed their addresses to elude persons who are try¬ 
ing to find them. A stranger (especially a white person) 
looking for such a person is commonly regarded with con- 
5Elchanan Cohn, David N. Hughes,, and Morgan V. Lewis, Re¬ 
cruiting, Placing, and Retaining the Hard-to-Employ (Uni¬ 
versity Park, Pennsylvania: The Institute For Research on 
Human Resources, Pennsylvania State University, 1971), pp. 
13-15. 
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siderable suspicion, and friends and former neighbors are 
g 
very reluctant to offer any information. For these reasons, 
it was decided to use an indigenous, black interviewer. 
Lastly, after the sample was interviewed, the super¬ 
visors and coaches specifically named by the participants 
were interviewed. 
Analysis of Data 
The data obtained from the questionnaire was used for: 
(1) an analysis of the specific answers for each separate 
group; and (2) an analysis of the specific answers for the 
four combined groups. The various responses of all the in¬ 
terviewees were compared as similar questions were used in 
each of the questionnaires. Statistical analyses was util¬ 
ized to investigate the relationships among the collected 
variables, various subsets of these variables, and the 
overall data. To determine the direction and significance 
of these relationships, the appropriate nonparametric sta¬ 
tistical techniques were employed. These statistical an¬ 
alyses proved instrumental in highlighting those relation¬ 
ships having a significant impact on follow-up services. 
General Information 
The Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area for Spring- 
^Ibid. 
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field, Massachusetts, has a population of approximately 
600,000 persons. This Metropolitan area includes the Cities 
of Springfield, Holyoke, Chicopee, and Westfield, as well as 
numerous smaller ones. 1 The primary CEP target area is lo¬ 
cated around the Winchester Square Area in the City of 
Springfield. The disadvantaged persons in this sector con¬ 
form to the general participant categories of CEP. In other 
words, the composition of CEP is primarily black, about 60 
g 
to 70 percent. The remaining 30 percent is composed of 
mostly Spanish-speaking participants. Other demographic 
characteristics of CEP's participants showed that the major¬ 
ity of persons were less than thirty years of age, possessed 
high school educations, and had few meaningful work exper¬ 
iences . 
The organizations which hired CEP participants were 
principally involved in non-manufacturing while a smaller 
component were in manufacturing and governmental or non¬ 
profit activites. These organizations included both national 
and local establishments, and ranged in size from less than 
five employees to over one thousand. Most participating em- 
7 
Bureau of Research and Statistics, Massachusetts Population: 
1970-1965-1960, February, 1971 (Boston, Massachusetts: 
Massachusetts Department of Commerce and Development, 1971), 
p. 9. 
^Thomas W. McClain, Deputy Director for Planning, Private 
Interviews held at the Concentrated Employment Program, 
Springfield, Massachusetts, November, 1971. 
I 
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ployers hired only a single CEP participant during the period 
studied, while one organization hired as many as fifty par¬ 
ticipants. Many of these establishments were located within 
the City of Springfield, although a significant number were 
in surrounding communities, such as Chicopee, Chicopee Falls, 
Indian Orchard, Holyoke, and Westfield. A few establishments 
were located as far south as Windsor Locks, Connecticut, and 
as far east as Worcester, Massachusetts. This is particu¬ 
larly interesting in light of the aforementioned transporta¬ 
tion problems often associated with the hiring of hard-core 
disadvantaged. 
Summary 
This chapter provided a detailed explanation of the 
procedures and methods of investigation utilized in this 
study. Initially, definitions of the basic terms were pro¬ 
vided for a common understanding of their usage. The re¬ 
search questions to be answered for analysis and evaluation 
focus directly on the follow-up interaction patterns between 
the organizational supervisor, the coach and the participant. 
The methodology employed to obtain this information ex¬ 
amines the existing dynamic interaction patterns between 
these groups for any problems or deficiencies which may 
exist in the follow-up program. This analysis should identi¬ 
fy the factors and variables which exert a significant influ¬ 
ence upon the participants’ job retention during follow-up. 
85 
The primary sources of data to ascertain this informa¬ 
tion will be the Manpower Information Service: Current Re¬ 
ports and Reference Files and interviews with a random sam¬ 
ple of members from the three groups described above. The 
data obtained in the interviews will be analyzed for each 
of the specific groups as well as for all the groups com¬ 
bined. This will be feasible as similar questions were 
asked to each of the different groups for the development 
of follow-up patterns. 
CHAPTER V 
RESULTS OF THE STUDY 
The purpose of this chapter is to present and describe 
the results of this study. The primary sections in this 
chapter include: (1) the characteristics of the respondents; 
(2) the responses to the survey; and, (3) the results of the 
general research questions, particularly those related to in¬ 
teraction patterns and interrelationships between the CEP 
participant, the job coach and the organizational supervisor. 
Characteristics of the Participants 
The sample used in this study was derived from the popu¬ 
lation of 341 participants placed in the CEP follow-up pro¬ 
gram between September, 1971, and May, 1972. Of the total, 
115 (or 34 percent) were still-employed in their CEP job 
placements while 211 (or 62 percent) did not complete the 
ninety-day follow-up period. The remaining 15 participants 
were placed in a separate category as neither these partici¬ 
pants nor their employers could be contacted. This occurred 
because some of these organizations did not have telephones, 
were no longer in business, or had moved from their reported 
addresses. Even after information had been obtained from 
the CEP program, these firms could still not be contacted. 
The CEP population, as shown in Table 5.1, was comprised of 
78.3 percent males, 65.2 percent blacks, 70.5 percent between 
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the ages of 22 through 44, and 57.8 percent with less than a 
twelfth grade education. 
A random sample of participants was derived from this 
population through the procedure outlined in the previous 
chapter. This sample contained 85 participants, of which 
only 23 were actually interviewed and classified as respon¬ 
dents while the remaining 62 were categorized as non-re¬ 
spondents. The small number of interviewees resulted from 
several problems which were unforeseen at the onset of this 
project. Only 11 of the 85 participants had home telephones 
in operation with numbers listed in the phone directory.'*' 
Each participant had to be traced individually by the ad- 
2 
dresses provided by CEP. As a result of earlier studies, 
this had been anticipated and was one of the primary reasons 
for utilizing a black interviewer. However, the interviewer 
could not contact sixty of the participants due to the limi¬ 
tations of the CEP information provided. 
There were 23 participants whose new or forwarding 
addresses were unknown, while 11 participants could not be 
contacted at their homes despite repeated attempts. Whether 
or not these addresses were correct, is still unknown. In 
addition, there were five addresses which did not exist. For 
■^For the complete data on this question, see: Appendix B, 
Table B.l. 
2 
For example, see: Cohn, et. al., pp. 13-15. 
89 
I 
example, some of the addresses which CEP had provided were 
either vacant lots, condemned buildings, and stores. In 
another six cases, participants never lived at the addresses 
listed. There are several explanations for these types of 
findings. As noted earlier, an individual must reside with¬ 
in the target area in order to be eligible. Conceivably, 
some participants resided outside of this area and provided 
false addresses to enter the CEP program. In addition, par¬ 
ticipants might have given addresses of friends or relatives 
living in the target area who would not divulge this inform¬ 
ation. Generally, the addresses provided were incorrect and 
not updated to reflect present changes. Furthermore, the 
value of this information for contacting individual partici¬ 
pants is questionable and dubious (see Table 5.2). Despite 
these problems, one further attempt was made. Since the 
participants were already known to be still employed with the 
listed organizations, the appropriate employers were con¬ 
tacted to ascertain more current information. However, the 
majority of employers were neither willing to release any 
information about their employees nor allow them to be inter¬ 
viewed at the work site. All of these problems contributed 
to the relatively small number of participants interviewed. 
The original sample contained a slightly different dis¬ 
tribution than the population described above. Comprising 
this sample was 52.8 percent females, 74.4 percent blacks, 
73.2 percent between the ages of 22 and 44, and 56.4 percent 
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with less than a twelfth grade education (see Table 5.1). 
While the sample was primarily females, the population con¬ 
tained 78 percent males. Finally, the sample was separated 
into respondents and non-respondents in Table 5.3. Only 16 
still-employed and 7 no-longer-employed participants were 
respondents; providing the basis for the analysis of the 
data. Again, this distribution was differentiated from the 
two described above. In this case, the respondents included 
55.9 percent females, 81.7 percent blacks, 68.8 percent 
between the ages of 22 and 44, and 55.9 percent with a 
twelfth grade education or more. Perhaps, the most striking 
difference was in the educational level achieved by the re¬ 
spondents . 
Characteristics of the CEP Coaches 
After the participants had been interviewed, the coaches 
assigned to these individuals were interviewed. As antici¬ 
pated, a single coach might be interviewed for several dif¬ 
ferent participants. For example, one coach was interviewed 
for each of her eight sampled participants with the appropri¬ 
ate information reported in the category reflecting the par¬ 
ticipant's status. The average number of interviews for 
each coach was 3.3, with the range being from one to eight. 
These coaches were members of the three Employability Develop¬ 
ment Teams in Springfield delineated as A, B, and C. Teams 
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A and B had more participants than did Team C in both the 
3 
population and the sample. For the most part, these coaches 
shared similar demographic characteristics with the partici¬ 
pants. While there was a relatively even distribution of 
male and female coaches, most were black, between the ages 
of 26 and 4 9 and had a twelfth grade education or more. Gen- 
4 
erally, they were married and had less than two dependents. 
Of the seven coaches actually interviewed, five had held no 
other positions within CEP. One had previously been a coun¬ 
selor on another team while the other was now a job develop¬ 
er. They had been in their jobs as coaches for a minimum 
of 20 months to a maximum of 54 months. The average employ¬ 
ment period for the coaches was 41 months. Although coaches 
stated they received on-the-job training for coaching, most 
of what they learned was cursory and occurred in 1969. The 
types of training they listed were college or training 
courses provided by American International College and Good¬ 
will Industries in Springfield. 
Problems were also experienced during the interviews 
with the coaches. First, they were very reluctant to pro¬ 
vide complete information and appeared to be either nervous 
3 
For the data for the distribution of participants among Em¬ 
ployability Development Teams, see: Appendix B, Table B.2. 
^For complete data on the demographic characteristics of the 
organizational supervisors and the CEP coaches, see: Appen¬ 
dix B, Table B.3. 
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or threatened by the interviewer and the questions asked. 
When they could not answer a question, their reactions became 
5 
more heightened. Second, one coach, who had been responsi¬ 
ble for four participants, had left the program and could not 
be contacted. As later learned, the new coach had not con¬ 
tinued with *;hese participants' follow-up programs. The only 
information available was that which appeared in the partici¬ 
pants' personnel folders. This superficial information pro¬ 
vided little addi.tional knowledge. 
Characteristics of the Organizations and Supervisors 
The organizational supervisors were interviewed with two 
sets of questions. The first set was concerned with the or¬ 
ganization, itself, while the second was oriented toward the 
participant and associated interactions. Provided below is 
a brief summary of the results obtained in both parts. Most 
organizations hired only one participant, several hired more 
than six participants, and another hired fifty-one partici¬ 
pants (see Table 5.4). 
These organizations were then categorized as manufactur¬ 
ing, non-manufacturing, or government and non-profit. Manu¬ 
facturing was the largest category and included the organiza- 
5 
This may have been caused by the presence of an acting Direc¬ 
tor instead of a permanent one. In addition, the acting Di¬ 
rector had not made the coaches aware of this special study. 
TABLE 5.4 
DISTRIBUTION OF THE NUMBER OF JOB-PLACED CEP 
PARTICIPANTS ASSIGNED TO PARTICIPATING 
EMPLOYERS* DURING SEPTEMBER, 1971, 
THROUGH MAY, 1972 
Number' of 
Participants 
Placed With Number of 
Each Employer_Employers 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
98 
23 
12 
5 
1 
6 
0 
1 
2 
2 
0 
0 
1 
0 
51 
52 and over 
1 
0 
*These employers hired Springfield, Massachusetts 
Concentrated Employment Program Participants and 
were located in and around the Springfield Stan¬ 
dard Metropolitan Statistical Area. 
I 
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tion which had hired fifty-one participants. In the sample, 
however, the participants were more evenly distributed 
throughout the three categories. Of the participants inter¬ 
viewed, five were in product-oriented organizations and 
eleven were in service-related organizations. Finally, the 
demographic characteristics of the supervisors revealed that 
most were male, white, between the ages of twenty-six and 
7 
thirty-four and had at least a twelfth grade education. 
As with the first two groups, certain problems arose 
with the supervisors and organizations involved. The inter¬ 
viewing for this group began late in December, 1972. Many of 
the organizations were unwilling to allow their supervisors 
to be interviewed during work time because of the heavy work¬ 
load period. Instead, some requested that mailed question¬ 
naires be sent which they guaranteed would be completed. 
Several of these mailed questionnaires were not returned. In 
one case, an employer wrote a formal complaint that the super¬ 
visor and the organization were being harassed. Another prob¬ 
lem was that interviewing the appropriate person was not al¬ 
ways possible. For example, in one large organization, only 
_ 
For further data on the distribution of participants among 
organizations, see: Appendix B, Tables B.4 and B.5. 
7 
For the data on demographic characteristics, see: Appendix 
B, Table, B.3. 
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i 
the Personnel Manager, who had the general responsibility 
for all CEP participants, could be interviewed. Since the 
first-line supervisors were not available, information on 
personal interactions was limited. In some instances, the 
correct supervisor was interviewed but unable to provide the 
answers to some of the more general questions asked. Thus, 
these problems limited the number of interviews and, per¬ 
haps, the results of the study. 
Responses to the Survey 
The following section is an analysis of the issues on 
which the respondents were questioned. Many of the previous 
manpower studies concentrating on participant retention 
rates, focused on demographic characteristics and the types 
or the amount of training received. Others were concerned 
with the participants' job placements, starting salaries, 
the timing and amount of salary increases, or the number of 
g 
job promotions. However, the literature has shown that none 
of these factors significantly influenced participant reten¬ 
tion. Therefore, a purpose of this study was to ascertain 
which variables, if any, exerted a significant effect on re¬ 
tention rates. Later, these results would be incorporated 
into a generalized manpower follow-up model. 
^For example, see: Cohn, et. al., pp. 253-262; "Key to Plac¬ 
ing Hard-Core Jobless is Quality Jobs, 'CEP' Study Says," p. 
426; and United States Research and Development Corporation, 
pp. 25-26. 
I 
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Consequently, two different sets of questions were asked 
of each member of the several respondent groups. The first 
set was principally concerned with the .degree of reliability 
obtained from the respondents' answers. Basically, the ra¬ 
tionale for these questions was that more frequent interac¬ 
tions between the coach, the organizational supervisor, and 
the participant would produce greater consistency. The second 
set of questions focused on: the initiator of the interac¬ 
tions, the reasons for and the frequency of these interactions, 
and the results obtained from them. Only questions which 
demonstrate a significant degree of reliability and are di¬ 
rectly related to interaction will be illustrated and de¬ 
scribed in this section. The remaining data will be placed 
in the appendix. 
Only the still-employed and no-longer-employed partici¬ 
pants were asked the following questions. When asked if their 
CEP job placements had matched their desired positions, thir¬ 
teen still-employed and six no-longer-employed participants 
answered positively. The remaining participants cited various 
negative reasons such as there was no room for improvement, 
the job was too physical, or the position desired was not 
9 
available. In addition, the degree to which they liked their 
job placements was asked. Eight still-employed and four no- 
_ 
For the complete data on the participants' attitudes about 
their placements, see: Appendix B, Tables B.6 and B.7. 
99 
longer-employed participants stated that they liked their 
positions very much. Only two participants answered this 
question negatively.'*'0 These questions would tend to indi¬ 
cate that terminations were not related to the participants' 
job placement. 
Several general questions were asked of the various 
groups. The first question concerned the length of time in 
which the participants had been employed in their CEP job 
placements. The high degree of reliability expected, did 
not result. For example, one participant responded that his 
employment was less than 30 days. The smallest time re¬ 
corded by a coach and a supervisor was between 46 to 60 days 
and 121 to 150 days, respectively. In this case, the data 
supplied by the respondents failed to coincide (see Table 
5.5) with each other. 
The three groups were asked about the types of problems 
which the participants had experienced while in their CEP 
job placements. The specific categories of problems identi¬ 
fied in the questionnaire were transportation, child care, 
racial prejudice, and other problems. Only the still-employed 
participants cited transportation as a problem. Some of their 
answers indicated that they had tried to resolve this problem 
without their coach or supervisor. One no-longer-employed 
participant mentioned child care as a problem while two 
To 
Ibid. 
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coaches indicated that two still-employed participants had 
the same problem. The no-longer-employed participant stated 
that no one had helped her with this difficulty. Even though 
two coaches referred to this particular problem, they could 
not remember if or how it had been resolved. Whether prob¬ 
lems really existed, or the coaches guessed from their know¬ 
ledge of the participants, is questionable. 
Three still-employed participants noted that racial 
prejudice had been a problem for them. Although the partici¬ 
pants noted that the problems had involved supervisors and 
co-workers, the appropriate supervisors made no recognition 
of this. Some respondents possibly preferred not to identify 
problem areas which they felt might adversely affect them 
later. In the final category of "other problems," coaches 
and supervisors identified: absenteeism, tardiness, employee 
leaves; longer learning periods; and personal problems, as 
the principal problems experienced by participants. Appar¬ 
ently, the coaches and supervisors had more similar informa¬ 
tion than they did with their participants (see Table 5.6). 
Overall, the various problems described seem to have elicited 
different subjective priorities depending upon the particular 
group interviewed.H 
Even though there are many supportive services available 
11 
For the data on each problem area cited, see: Appendix B, 
Tables B.8 to B.10. 
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to employed participants if the need should arise, most par¬ 
ticipants had not requested any. Furthermore, three partici¬ 
pants said that they were not aware that special services 
were available to them. Conversely, many of the coaches and 
supervisors stated that they had provided needed supportive 
services, especially transportation. Accordingly, the major¬ 
ity of coaches and supervisors did not identify transporta¬ 
tion as a problem for participants (see Appendix B, Table B.8). 
Additional services cited by the coaches and supervisors in¬ 
cluded extra job searches, legal assistance, advanced train¬ 
ing, and welfare and similar benefits. In most cases these 
requests had been provided, yet there were four instances in 
which either the results were not known, could not be pro¬ 
vided, or in which nothing had happened (see Table 5.7). 
Finally, the reasons for participants not being employed 
in their CEP job placements were examined. Included in the 
supervisors' responses were: absenteeism (7); voluntary par¬ 
ticipant terminations (4); work-related problems, including 
their inability to adapt to piece work, disinterest in their 
job, performance, attitude, etc. (4); personal problems, in¬ 
cluding emotional problems, family problems, transportation, 
etc. (3); and others which were not provided (10)(see Table 
5.8) . 
The no-longer-employed participants and their super¬ 
visors were then asked for the most important reasons which 
caused participant termination. V7hile three participants 
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TABLE 5.8 
< 
DISTRIBUTION OF THE ORGANIZATIONAL SUPERVISORS' PERCEPTIONS 
AS TO WHY THEIR SPRINGFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS CONCENTRATED EM¬ 
PLOYMENT PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS PLACED IN THEIR FOLLOW-UP 
PROGRAMS BETWEEN SEPTEMBER, 1971, THROUGH MAY, 
1972, TERMINATE THEIR JOB PLACEMENTS 
Organizational . Supervisors 
Multiple Reasons For 
Participant 
Terminations 
Still- 
Employed 
Participants 
No-Longer- 
Employed 
Participants Total 
Absenteeism 5 2 7 
Voluntary termina- 
tions 3 1 4 
Work related 
problems* 2 2 4 
Non-work related 
problems** 2 1 3 
Not Given 7 3 10 
Total 19 9 28 
* This category includes the inability to adopt to piece 
work, disinterest in the job, poor performance, and 
poor work attitude. 
** This includes emotional problems, family problems, 
transportation problems and the like. 
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stated that they had been laid-off by their employers, no 
supervisors had mentioned this as a factor. Table 5.9 illus¬ 
trates that there were virtually no overlaps between the an¬ 
swers provided by these two groups. While the explanation 
for this occurrence is uncertain, participants may have had 
a specific reason for termination but provided the super¬ 
visor with another reason. Similarly, the reverse might hold 
true where the participants were terminated by the employer. 
In this section, several questions have been described 
for the purpose of demonstrating the degree of reliability 
among the respondents. While the responses cannot be proven 
statistically, the level of agreement among the respondents 
appears to be minimal. This observation is further supported 
by many other questions attached in the appendix. Since the 
basis for these questions was that the level of agreement 
» 
might vary directly with the amount of interaction, the re¬ 
sults would tend to indicate that little interaction had oc¬ 
curred.- This will be explored in greater detail in the fol¬ 
lowing section. 
Relationships Among the Respondents 
In this section, several questions were asked which fo¬ 
cused on the relationships between the supervisor, coach and 
participant. The initial group of questions concerned the 
explanatory capabilities of the supervisor and the frequency 
of rewards and punishment administered by the supervisors to 
their respective participants. Specifically, the respondents 
108 
TABLE 5.9 
DISTRIBUTION OF THE SPRINGFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS CONCENTRATED 
EMPLOYMENT PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS' AND THEIR ORGANIZATIONAL 
SUPERVISORS' PERCEPTIONS AS TO THE MOST IMPORTANT REASONS FOR 
WHY PARTICIPANTS ARE NOT EMPLOYED IN THEIR FOLLOW-UP 
PROGRAM POSITIONS IN WHICH THEY WERE PLACED BETWEEN 
SEPTEMBER, 1971, AND MAY, 1972 
No-Longer-Emplo >yed Participants 
Reasons Provided Participants Supervisors Total 
Laid-off by employer 3 0 3 
Childcare problems 1 0 1 
Low wages 1 0 1 
Received the run¬ 
around 1 0 1 
Participant moved 
south 0 1 1 
Poor attendance 0 1 1 
Lack of program funds 0 1 1 
Not given 1 4 5 
Total 7 7 14 
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were asked how well the supervisor explained job tasks or 
duties to the participant such that the participant knew ex¬ 
actly what to do. Somewhat surprisingly, the no-longer-em¬ 
ployed respondents replied less negatively to this question 
than did those in the still-employed categories. While the 
specific reasons were not ascertained, the still-employed 
participants may have adopted more realistic assessments 
12 
through a longer association. 
Several points on the frequency of supervisory rewards 
are discussed below. Even though both sets of participants 
responded across the range of frequencies available, the 
supervisors seemed more inclined to indicate the "average" 
or "often" categories. The coaches only answered in the 
"very infrequent" column. These different patterns cast 
some doubt on the amount of shared knowledge between the 
respondents. Since the word 'reward' was not specifically 
defined and was allowed to encompass both verbal and non¬ 
verbal entities, then possibly, 'reward' was defined differ¬ 
ently, according to the individual's perceptions (see Table 
5.10) . 
Then, the respondents were asked for their perceptions 
on the frequency of the supervisory discipline which had 
occurred. Only the still-employed supervisors answered that 
To 
For the specific data on this question, see: Appendix B, 
Table B.ll. 
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discipline was administered in the "often" and "very often" 
categories. If verbal reprimands had been utilized, the 
still-employed participants may not have construed them to 
be significant (if these had occurred). Consequently, they 
did not relate these to their coaches. Furthermore, a 
supervisor may have spoken with another supervisor and never 
confronted the participant individually which would also 
help explain this discrepancy. In addition, a marked hesi¬ 
tancy, by the parties involved, to mention any particular 
criticisms or negative factors may help clarify this dis- 
• 13 
crepancy. 
The following questions focused on the relationships 
between the participants and the supervisors. The respon¬ 
dents were asked first about the degree of mutual liking be¬ 
tween the supervisors and participants. Generally, the an¬ 
swers provided were more consistent with each other than 
those obtained in other questions. Then, this question was 
reworded to ask the respondents for their perceptions on the 
degree of participant-supervisor rapport. In this case, the 
supervisors' and coaches' answers (in the still-employed 
category) were very similar. Twelve still-employed partici¬ 
pants checked "very good" while two marked "very bad". Over¬ 
all, a high degree of reliability was obtained among the re- 
_3 
For complete data on supervisory discipline, see: Appendix 
B, Table B.12. 
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spondents in both categories. ^ 
The relationships between the participants and the 
coaches were also examined. To begin with, the participants 
were asked to identify the Employability Development Team 
member who was most helpful to them during their employment. 
Six still-employed and one no-longer-employed participant 
responded that this was their job coach. Another four still- 
employed and two no-longer-employed participants felt that 
all positions were equally helpful while one no-longer-em- 
ployed participant felt that no team member had been particu¬ 
larly helpful. Finally, counselors and training specialists 
were cited by the remaining participants (see Table 5.11). 
Then, the participants were asked to specifically name 
their CEP job coach. Two still-employed and two no-longer- 
employed participants stated that they did not have a coach. 
Of the remaining still-employed participants, nine correctly 
named their coach while five could not. For the five no- 
longer-employed participants, only two could name their coach. 
Seemingly, little interaction had occurred between the par¬ 
ticipant and the coach in those cases where participants 
could not name their coaches (see Table 5.12). 
The next question was concerned with the respondents' 
perceptions on whether or not the coaches were interested in 
^4For the entire data to these questions, see: Appendix B, 
Tables B.13 and B.14. 
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TABLE 5.11 
THE EMPLOYABILITY DEVELOPMENT TEAM MEMBERS IDENTIFIED BY 
SPRINGFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS SAMPLED PARTICIPANTS PLACED 
IN THEIR FOLLOW-UP PROGRAMS FROM SEPTEMBER, 1971, 
THROUGH MAY, 1972, AS BEING MOST HELPFUL TO 
THEM DURING THEIR FOLLOW-UP PROGRAMS 
Participants 
EDT Position Still-Employed No-Longer-Employed 
Job Coach 6 2 
Counselor 4 1 
Training Specialist 2 1 
All positions equally 
helpful 4 2 
No one helpful 0 1 
Total 16 7 
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TABLE 5.12 
THE DISTRIBUTION OF SPRINGFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS 
CONCENTRATED EMPLOYMENT PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS 
PLACED IN THEIR FOLLOW-UP PROGRAMS DURING 
SEPTEMBER, 1971, THROUGH MAY, 1972, 
WHO COULD IDENTIFY THEIR JOB COACH 
Participants 
Participant Identifi¬ 
cation of Coach 
Still- 
Employed 
No-Longer- 
Employed 
Did have one regular coach: 14 5 
correctly identified coach 9 2 
could not identify coach 
by name 5 3 
Did not have one regular 
coach: 2 2 
Total 16 7 
115 
helping their participants. Only one still-employed and two 
no-longer-employed participants responded negatively. Not 
surprisingly, all of the coaches answered affirmatively. In 
addition, the respondents were asked to provide their per¬ 
ceptions about the helpfulness of the coaches during the 
follow-up period. Perhaps the most significant point is that 
twelve participants could not or did not answer this question. 
Of those responding, eight participants stated that the coach 
did help them while three said that the coach could not help. 
On the other hand, eight coaches in the still-employed cate¬ 
gory and seven coaches in the no-longer-employed category 
stated that they were able to help. The principal problem 
areas identified were transportation, work-related, and per¬ 
sonal. Many of the "still-employed" coaches felt that they 
were most able to help through general counseling and discus¬ 
sions. However, the participants and the "no-longer-employed" 
coaches provided more specific answers, such as getting an¬ 
other job or obtaining transportation to their present jobs. 
In general, the perceptions of these two groups differed as 
to the reasons for and the help provided (see Table 5.13). 
Many of the coaches could not answer this question without 
the aid of the participant's personal folder. Lastly, some 
of the coaches appeared to be searching for any answer in 
certain instances. 
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Reasons For and Frequency of Participant-Initiated Interaction 
The respondents were asked a series of questions regard¬ 
ing the types and amount of interaction which had occurred 
during the participants' follow-up period. In the first 
question, the CEP participants were asked for the types of 
situations and problems which caused them to contact their 
CEP job coach. Thirteen still-employed and four no-longer- 
employed participants stated that they had not initiated any 
interactions with their coahces. Only six coaches concurred 
with the participants on this point. The participants' rea¬ 
sons for their interactions were primarily personal and work- 
related problems. While the coaches did record a higher num¬ 
ber of interactions than the participants, they did agree on 
the general types of problems discussed. All of the partici¬ 
pants indicated that they had contacted their coaches less 
than three times. Six coaches stated that the number of 
contacts ranged from a minimum of six times to a maximum of 
eleven. As a group, the coaches were always satisfied with 
the results of these interactions whereas two participants 
mentioned that they were not (see Table 5.14). 
Since only six of the twenty-three participants had ac¬ 
tually contacted their coaches, the participants and coaches 
were asked about the relative accessibility in contacting 
the coaches. In particular, they were questioned about the 
possibility of time delays occurring which might inhibit de- 
in 
w 
fa 
CQ 
< 
E-* 
CO 
0 
fa 
T5 o 
a) 0 
>1 0 
fa 0 u 
fa rH 
CQ a 
s e 
fa w 
E-* i 1 
fa 5-1 •H 
fa 0 o 
w Cn ■H CO 
0 fa fa 
o 0 S-l 0 
Z cn fa 0 0 
H 4-> 1 fa a 
fa £ 0 
D 0 z 
q cm a 
r- *h 
fa cn U 
U H -H 
< fa 
O' 5-4 CO 
u >h 0 0 
< fa fa 
CQ S TS o 
o 0 0 
fa >1 0 
o 0 u 
fa fa iH 
fa o & 
U fa £ 
fa fa 
fa &H 1 1 
H 1—1 ■H 
fa ' rH U 
fa rH •H *H 0 
fa fa fa 
<7\ fa 54 0 
fa rH 0 0 
Eh fa a 
H 
fa 
o i—i i—i (N O CM (M O 
co o o co o CO o o o 
(N H ^ O in cm o o 
CO O CM i—I O 
CO 
CM O O rH 
"3* o CO 
CM 
r- o co 
CM co 
cn fa 0 CO • • 
w fa z rH £ 0 
fa £ o fa 0 0 • • 
fa H 0 rH •H CO 
fa Eh 54 CO fa fa fa 
o a U TS Cu £ 0 o rH 
w <C 0 0 5-4 0 0 
z Eh fa fa 0 rH 0. 5-i CO 
o < fa 0 0 fa 0 CO 0 
H fa Eh •H •H 0 TJ fa 0 5-1 
Eh Eh Z fa -p u 0 0 * £ 
D Z H •H 0 0 afa CO W •H fa 
CQ fa 0 0 fa 0 fa fa fa 
H u H •H 5-1 rH rH rH fa CO CO •H 
fa z 1 fa 0 ftf 0 0 0 0 0 U £ 
Eh o fa o CU 0 5-1 fa £ £ 0 0 
fa u 0 0 CO 0 1 >i •H •H > 0 TJ 
H 0 5-4 0 CO fa fa o fa fa 0 > 0 
Q Sfa 0 0 5-1 5-1 0 
r-* 
H •H •H 
•H fa 5-1 0 0 5-1 0 CO <D T3 Cn fa 
0 0 fa 2* 5 0 0 0 CO 
•H H 0 01 1 1 0 fa •H 
-p • • 0 0 0 0 0 0 fa 
5-1 CO 0 0 0 tn S-l rH r" 0 0 
0 0 CL| cn 
co 
0 o 
>h Z 
0 
Z 
120 
sired interaction. Six still-employed and three no-longer- 
employed participants responded that they had not experienced 
any difficulty in contacting their coaches. Thirteen par¬ 
ticipants replied that they had never tried to contact their 
job coaches. Only one still-employed participant experienced 
any difficulty. As might be expected, all of the coaches 
stipulated that none of their participants would have had any 
difficulty in contacting them. 
In a separate question, the no-longer-employed partici¬ 
pants were asked about their interaction patterns. Of the 
seven no-longer-employed participants, only two actually con¬ 
templated leaving their CEP job placements and had discussed 
this with their coach and/or supervisor. Four of the remain¬ 
ing five participants were laid-off by their employer and the 
fifth walked off the job because of a dislike for the posi¬ 
tion. Table 5.15 shows that three participants, six coaches, 
and three supervisors responded that .no interaction occurred 
between them. Two coaches and two supervisors replied that 
they were unaware that participants were going to be laid-off. 
* 
Other reasons for "no interaction" included that the partici¬ 
pant left the job and could not be contacted or that the par¬ 
ticipant did not think that CEP would help unless he had 
worked more than ninety days. Where participants had inter¬ 
acted with someone before leaving their placements, the in¬ 
teraction occurred once with a supervisor, once with a coach, 
and once with a union steward. The level of interaction be- 
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tween the participants, supervisors and coaches usually ap¬ 
peared to be minimal and largely unsubstantiated by the 
others involved. 
The above question was then reversed to ask for the rea¬ 
sons for and frequency of coach-initiated interaction with 
the participants. Ten still-employed and three no-longer- 
employed participants cited that they had no such interaction 
with their coaches. Most either could not or did not explain 
why this had not occurred. Six still-employed and four no- 
longer-employed participants did have coach-initiated inter¬ 
action. Only one no-longer-employed participant could not 
specify the position of the EDT member who had contacted 
him. Most of the participants stated that this type of in¬ 
teraction had occurred less than three times while one par¬ 
ticipant stipulated that it occurred often (see Table 5.16). 
The coaches were then asked to identify their partici¬ 
pant interaction patterns during the follow-up period. 
Fairly uniform responses were provided by the coaches to this 
question. One coach cited contact once every three days, 
three coaches noted interaction once each week while another 
reported contact occurring once each week during the first 
thirty days and once every two weeks for the remaining sixty 
days. Contact, by the remaining coach, was primarily with 
the employer because "the participant usually tells a differ¬ 
ent story than the supervisor." While these answers are 
closely related to the CEP guidelines, there is still some 
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TABLE 5.16 
DISTRIBUTION OF SPRINGFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS CONCENTRATED EM¬ 
PLOYMENT PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS' RESPONSES ABOUT THE 
FREQUENCY OF AND REASONS FOR COACH-INITIATED 
INTERACTION DURING THEIR PLACEMENT IN 
FOLLOW-UP PROGRAMS BETWEEN 
SEPTEMBER, 1971, THROUGH MAY, 1972 
Participants 
Coach-Initiated 
Interaction 
Still- No-Longer- 
Employed Employed 
Yes: 6 
With coach 6 
EDT member's position 
not specified 0 
Frequency of interaction 
once 2 
two or three times 1 
very often 1 
not given 2 
4 
3 
1 
1 
0 
0 
No: 10 
Participant contacted coach 0 
Coach contacted supervisor 1 
Don't know why not 5 
Not Given 4 
3 
1 
0 
1 
1 
Total 16 7 
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question as to whether or not the coaches maintain these 
schedules. Some coaches were not aware that some of their 
participants had changed their names, their addresses, and/ 
or their employers. Even though they are only responsible 
for changes occurring during the first ninety days, many 
coaches were not informed about changes which had transpired 
during the follow-up period. Moreover, CEP coaches made no 
attempt to ascertain the participants' job status after the 
follow-up program. Rather, they saw themselves as only re¬ 
sponsible for the participant during the ninety-day period 
and maintained no interaction with the participant after 
this date. 
Reasons For and Frequency of Supervisor-Initiated Interaction 
The following section specifically focuses on the super¬ 
visors' interaction patterns with the participants and with 
the coaches. The first question is concerned with the rea¬ 
sons for cind the frequency of participant-initiated contact 
with the supervisor. Twelve participants and five super¬ 
visors indicated that they had no interactions on this basis. 
For those stating that interaction had occurred, six partici¬ 
pants and seven supervisors cited work-related problems while 
five participants and four supervisors cited personal prob¬ 
lems as the cause. Most of the participants and supervisors 
mentioned that these types of contacts were generally limited 
to less than four times even though three supervisors and one 
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participant did record this as occurring frequently. While 
all the supervisors were satisfied with these interactions, 
three participants were not (see Table 5.17). 
Similarly, the respondents were asked about the reasons 
for and frequency of coach-initiated interaction with the 
supervisors. All of the supervisors said they had never 
been contacted by the coach. On the other hand, ten coaches 
said that they had contacted the supervisors to complete 
progress reports and to handle participants' problems, both 
on and off the job. While seven coaches cited the frequency 
at less than five times, two coaches reported the frequency 
as high as eight contacts. Not unexpectedly, the coaches 
were satisfied with the results (see Table 5.18). The final 
question in this series asked for the reasons for and fre¬ 
quency of supervisor-initiated interaction with the CEP 
coaches. The majority of the coaches indicated that there 
had not been any interaction while two coaches and one super¬ 
visor in each of the two categories indicated that there had 
been (see Table 5.19). 
In general, the information presented above tends to in¬ 
dicate that the overall interaction among the various groups 
is less than that stipulated in the CEP guidelines. With 
this as a basis, several further questions were asked to 
ascertain the rationale for the behavior elicited thus far. 
Their answers may provide a partial explanation for some of 
the responses previously obtained and facilitate the identi- 
126 
Q 
W 
W 
M 
H 
- Eh 
co PC 
Eh <C 
W 
z 
W 
< Pa W 
Z 
W PO 
a. 
OQfa 
z z o 
M O 
pc a. 
o 
cc 
o 
& 
E-i 
W 
PQ 
ci >H 
0 0 
9 z 
PC w 
Pa D fC 
0 H TJ 
h w Pa CD 1 CO 
z « ffi >i P P 
H CP EH 0 CD 0 
S CN rH Pa CO 
>c G K r>- a £ -H 
O Z Eh PC c* g 00 > 
a < H H rH w 
pa & pa co 1 
S pc tc S - P 
pq O Z Eh < >1 0) 1 
Pl4 O « < t£ •H 
Q H O O S £ O 
pa CO Eh Z O CO 0 •H CO 
Eh Z O H Pd 53 -P W -P -P 
rtj O PC CP O £ 1 P £ 
K CO K D £> fd 0 fd rd 
Eh < Pa Q Pa O &, z pl a 
2WE D PC -h 
pa PC Z co 1 z 0 
1—1 O H Ph 12 Eh *H 
• z Pa 0 0 -p 
in O £ Q co a - p 1 CO 
UEhHhGH 03 D p p 
PC Eh > O r" PC CD 0) 0 
1-a co Z < PC W a\ PH Oj CO 
PQ Eh O M pa rH 0 £ -H 
<C Eh Eh Pa O rH CO > 
Eh pa CO H JO Eh - a 
CO Z Z CO Z & g 
DOM MW w 1 
PC h 1 W pq 1 •H 
U Eh CO <C CO S 1—1 O 
C PL. Eh Z Eh W 1—1 -H CO 
CO PQ Z O Z Eh •H -P 4J 
CO O <C m w Pa -P P £ 
< PC w Eh S W CO fd fd 
S pa h c w co Pa a 
PU U N u 
D 
a) 
-p 
fd 
-H 
(N (N O 
^ ro H 
O LD 
co 
co 
g 
0 
1—I 
D co 
o g 
P 'CD 
CM 
CN in (N 
co o 
co 
-P 
U 
fd 
-P 
£ 
CM O 
CO M 
cn o 
uo CN 
4-1 
o 
CO 
-P 
tH 
£ 
CO 
<D 
P 
CN O CN 
co co o 
CO CN 
CT\ 00 
g 
CD 
1—I 
rQ 
0 
P 
Ch 
o 
£ 
co 
pa co -P £ D 0 CD CO 
co Pa •H O 0 0 O CD si £ 
PC £ -H a) P ■H g -p fd 
w M -P -p CU 4-1 £ •H •H 
K 1 O fd 0 -P -P £ £ £ 
Eh ■P fd 1—1 rH 0 0 CD 
£ P CD fd £*1 P rH D -H CO > • • 
fd CD P £ 0 0 fd CD -p fd •H £ 
ca-p 1 0 £ p £ •H 0 CD tn CD 
■H £ M CO CD CD CD CD 4a fd p > 
O H P p £ U > -P CO p CO ■P •H 
•H 0 CD G1 £ CD 4-1 ■H CD CD 0 0 0 0 
-P • • £ ca CD 0 CO 0 •P -p >1 £ £ £ 
P CO P fd £ • • ■p 
fd CD W co H O 0 
CP >H Z z 
r- 
r-~ 
co 
co 
T
o
ta
l 
127 
00 
in 
W 
Z 
§ 
Eh 
CO 
U 
O 
s Z 
2 PH 
Ph >H 
u u Ph 
o s - D 
z H CO i 
Z D Eh 
O Z O 
Eh H < Z 
Z Z Z z 
Ph H o 
§ U Ph CM 
>H Q H e'¬ 
o J2 Eh O er* 
z 2 z Eh rH 
P-I < Z 
§ pa Ph H Hi 
w o >H 
z pa CO 
Q z Eh 
W co £H Z 
Eh z Pa z 
< o z u 
Z CO Eh w o 
Eh < M u o 
Z Z < z 
W Ph z z 
U z PH Eh 
z pa o 
o Z H - 
u Eh Eh CO rH 
U Eh 
co Z tcC Z 
Eh O Ph < •—i 
Eh pa Ph 
W CO Eh H 
CO Z Z U z 
D O H H pa 
Z H Eh Q 
U Eh Q ca § 
< PH pa < pa 
co W Eh Ph Eh 
co U < Z 
pa H W pa 
pa Eh Z CO 
PH H Eh 
z z 
Q H O pa 
Z CO 1 Z pa 
W Eh z H £ 
H Z u z Eh 
Ph pa < D Pa 
O Q o a PQ 
Z Z u 
H O CO 
z Ph Ph pa 
PH CO O o 
co CO 
3 M 
pa > 
z pa 
Eh pa 
Ph 
d 
CO 
TS 
0) 
O 
00 
-P 
£ 
cd 
04 
•H 
U 
•H 
4-> 
SH 
cd 
P-. 
0-4 
£ 
W 
I 
!h 
0 
Cp 
G 
o 
z 
I 
o 
z 
T3 
0 
o 
rH 
dj 
£ 
W 
I 
•H 
4-> 
CO 
i co 
p u 
0 O 
O. co 
G -H 
co > 
co 
CD 
.G 
o 
rd 
O 
U 
I CO 
U P 
0 o 
0-1 CO 
G -H 
CO > 
CO 
0 
JG 
u 
rd 
o 
o 
Td 
0 G 
4-> O 
rd -H 
-H -P 
-P 0 
•h rd 
G p 
H 0 
I -P 
-G G 
U H 
cd 
O 
U 
o o o o o o o o o o ro 
CM rH rH O CM O O O cm o m o 
o o o o o o o o o o CM 
00 
0 
0 
>1 
CM CM 
G 
CM ro CM rH 1"- rH CM lO 
CO 0 
£ •H CO 
0 4-> 4-> 
i—i 0 rH 
Z co cd G 
CO 0 £ 5h CO 
+J Hj 0 0 0 
pH P-l rH -P Jh 
0 Z G 
CUZ 0 H -G 
0 0 U CO 0 4-> 
U 4-J CH 4H 0 0 •H 
G 0 £ £ G £ G 
CO rH rH •H •H 0 0 
0 0 cd !>1 -M -P > TS > • • 
0 u G u •H 0 •rt G 
G 1 0 G 00 CP •H CG 0 
CPZ co 0 0 4H > 
0 U SH G U l 1 -M CO CO 4-> •rH 
5h 0 0 CP G 0 ■H 0 0 u 
CH ^ PH 0 0 <N in G 4-> >i G 
5h Cd • • 4-> 
Ph CO 0| 0 
zl z 
r- 
CO 
co 
rH 
T
o
ta
l 
128 
fa 
LD 
h 
fa 
9 
Eh 
1 
&H 
2 
fa 
u 
s 
o 
u 
03 
Eh 
Eh 
fa 
C/3 
D 
K 
U 
< 
Q 
fa1 
W 
H 
fa 
o 
2 
fa 
S3 
Eh 
fa 
fa 
fa fa 
D H 
03 fa 
fa S 
fa Eh fa 
< fa 
SOS 
OSH 
H H fa fa 
H fa fa a) 1 03 
< P- £>n P P 
N Q 03 0 a) o 
H 2 rH fa OJ 
S 03 fd fa G -H 
^ fa fa £ 03 > 
O fa o fa 
fa U O CN I 
o C fa H P 
O fa 03 a> 
fa O rH fa 03 
O fa G 03 
PQ D -*> 0 fa 
>H O l >h fa O 
U fa S < 1 d 
SOS 03 0 0 
fa fa fa -P s U 
D fa fa fa G 
O H O O d 
fa fa fa fa 
fa fa O -h 
fa Eh O fa O 
H Eh fa *H 
Q S s H -P 
S H P 
< S " d 1 03 
O 03 rH fa P P 
fa H H H fa a> o 
O H S 03 0) fa 03 
fa U fa rH G *H 
< 2 0 03 > 
03 fa fa - 1—1 
S fa u fa fa 
O H < fa £ 
03 S fa fa fa 
< H fa s 1 03 
fa fa pH 03 
fa Q - H pH fa 
fa 03 fa •H O 
fa H H fa -P d 
fa < S 03 03 0 
Eh H < o 
H fa 
S H H 
o s o 
H H 
03 1 H fa 
S 03 fa <D 
O fa < -P 
H O fa d 
Eh 03 
fa H -p 
fa > •H C 
O G 0 
fa H -H 
fa 1 -P 
fa P O 
0 
03 
•H a/ 
> -p 
p c 
(1) H 
o. 
G 
C/3 
rH O 
CN CN O 
O rH 
CN CN O 
fa 
G 
d cn 
>i 
4-» 
•H 
> 
•H 
O O rH 
CN O O 
O rH O 
O CN O 
G 
0 
•H 
-P 
O 
d 
P 
03 
-P 
G 
H1 
rH O CN O CN 
CN O LO O LD 
i—I O cfl o cc fa 
rH rH CO CN pH 
03 
-P 
pH 
G 
03 
03 
P 
03 -p H 1 fa 
£ CD o -P 03 
03 G G 4H CN •H £ 
•H •H fa 0 —' £ 03 G 
a) fa 0 pH 0) 
03 P p pH fa fa > • • 
-p d fa O d CD 0 •H G 
G -p G P G •H P fa 03 
aj p 03 CD 03 CD CH fa > 
03 0 G O > -P 03 03 -P •H 
fa 0 fa G CD 4H •H 03 0 0 0 u 
• • d fa 03 0 03 0 -p >i G G G 
03 P d • • -p 
03 fa 03 0 0 
>H s s 
I 
r- 
T
o
ta
l 
129 
fication of missing components needed in a manpower follow¬ 
up model. The CEP coaches were first asked to define their 
responsibilities to participants during the follow-up period. 
Their most frequent responses were: to follow-up on job- 
placed participants (4); to provide transportation when and 
where necessary (3); to contact the employer or supervisor 
to make sure the participant is employed and to discover any 
problems (3); to make sure that the participants stay em¬ 
ployed (3); and, others. In addition, the coaches were 
asked to estimate the present CEP participant retention rate. 
Many were reluctant to provide any estimate at all. After 
some prodding, they were willing but admitted that they had 
little information by which to gauge. Consequently, most 
coaches phrased their answers in terms of their own individ¬ 
ual retention -rates as opposed to those for their team or 
for CEP. The rates cited ranged from fifty percent to ninety 
percent with an average rate of seventy percent. Six coaches 
felt that the rates which they had stated were good. Two 
coaches who cited rates around seventy percent felt that their 
rates could have been better while two other coaches, who 
cited similar rates, felt that their achievements were very 
good considering that they were dealing with disadvantaged 
persons in a tight labor market. 
The coaches were then asked whether or not the CEP Pro¬ 
gram was successful. Six of the seven coaches felt that it 
had been successful while the remaining coach would only 
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admit that it "more or less" was successful. On the basis 
of their responses, the coaches were asked to define the 
criteria they used in assessing the program. In general, 
they provided multiple responses, many of which were not ob¬ 
jective nor quantitative. Although some mentioned comple¬ 
tion, placement or retention rates, few were able to set 
minimum acceptable levels. Instead, they estimated the 
rates which they had achieved or assumed to have achieved. 
The remainder of the responses were concerned with the in¬ 
ternal relationships of the EDT members, such as working 
together to solve problems and maintaining a dedicated 
staff. Others were more general replies, including finding 
jobs for Spanish-American participants, preparation of par¬ 
ticipants for jobs, and knowing participants in-depth. 
Their answers indicated that they shared little information 
about their performance or the performance of the program in 
general. Furthermore, many of their answers did not reflect 
the goals of the CEP Administrators nor the national goals 
orientated to specific retention rates. 
Respondents' Suggestions Pertaining to Follow-Up 
At the end of each interview session, the respondent was 
asked for suggestions which the coach or supervisor could 
utilize to better help participants adjust to their new work 
environment. These were separated into three subsections, 
the first focused on the coaches' interactions with the par- 
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ticipants. Coaches should provide better work orientation 
and training, and spend more time with participants on the 
job, according to the supervisors. In addition, coaches 
should be more familiar with the job and its problems, and 
provide participants with more encouragement if they are 
performing well. 
The coaches' interactions with the supervisor and em¬ 
ployers was the focus of the second subsection. A frequent 
response was that the coach should speak with the supervisor 
at the job site more often to ascertain if the supervisor is 
satisfied with the participant's work performance. In the 
third subsection, suggestions related to the CEP program and 
its staff were discussed. Smaller coach case loads was 
cited by one coach, who was responsible for eight of the 
participants interviewed. In conclusion, three different 
respondents felt that the CEP staff should be less bureau¬ 
cratic and formal, and more motivated and committed to pro- 
15 
gram goals and to the disadvantaged themselves. 
Summary 
The characteristics of the respondents, the responses to 
the survey and the results related to the general research 
questions were discussed in this chapter. In particular, 
^For the complete data, see: Appendix B, Table B.15. 
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the characteristics of and the similarities and differences 
among the CEP participants', CEP coaches', and organization¬ 
al supervisors' responses were delineated. The problems en¬ 
countered in attempting to interview all of the above groups 
were described. 
The results of the study were described according to two 
general research questions. The first set of results focused 
on the degree of reliability among the participants, coaches, 
and organizational supervisors. In general, the results in¬ 
dicated that the degree of reliability which occurred was 
minimal. The overlapping answers shown in the tables appeared 
to be haphazard, in that, the agreement did not occur between 
a specific participant and the associated supervisor and 
coach. In other words, Participant A could have cited a par¬ 
ticular response which was also stated by the coach for Par¬ 
ticipant B. Thus, the agreement which resulted was unimpor¬ 
tant for the purpose of this question. Because relatively 
large numbers of supervisors and coaches did not answer cer¬ 
tain questions, one cannot be sure of the impact this would 
have on the level of agreement. 
The primary assumption in this set of questions was that 
the degree of reliability obtained would be a result of the 
respondents' interactions. Where significant interaction had 
occurred, the participant, coach, and supervisor could be ex¬ 
pected to provide similar responses. Even though one respon¬ 
dent might have been unaware of a particular problem, inter- 
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actions with the other persons involved should facilitate a 
common understanding of the situation among all. The re¬ 
sults to these questions indicate that the degree of reli¬ 
ability was low and, therefore, the level of interaction may 
also have been low. 
The second set of questions was concerned with the rea¬ 
sons for and frequency of interaction among the respondents. 
Specifically, each group was asked why and how often they 
contacted and were contacted by the other two groups. The 
most noteworthy result was the failure of other parties to 
corroborate that they had been contacted by the remaining 
party. In many of these questions, a particular trend ap¬ 
peared to have developed. As a rule, each group stated that 
they had initiated frequent interactions with the others. 
When the other respondents were asked to substantiate the 
interactions, they failed to confirm them to the same extent. 
For example, a large number of coachOs indicated that they 
had contacted the supervisors but had not been equally con¬ 
tacted by them. On the other hand, the supervisors cited 
similar statistics but in reverse. This general tendency 
appeared in all of these type questions. 
There are several reasons which may help explain the 
above discrepancy. First, it is possible that each group 
was more aware of their own initiated contacts because of 
the priority of their needs. In addition, this might be 
attributed to the desires of each group to enhance their own 
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self-importance over the other groups. Without agreement 
among all the groups, little is gained by these endeavors. 
This factor is particularly highlighted by the large numbers 
of respondents unable to identify those persons with whom 
they were supposed to have interacted. In many cases, the 
coaches and supervisors could not specifically name the in¬ 
dividuals with thorn they had spoken or should have spoken. 
When all of these factors have been combined, they 
strongly indicate that the amount of interactions which 
occurred were minimal and very much below the levels desig¬ 
nated by the CEP Guidelines. Therefore, those variables 
which influence interactions among the respondents will be 
defined and incorporated into the development of a more 
effective follow-up model. 
CHAPTER VI 
MANPOWER FOLLOW-UP MODEL 
In this study, the interaction patterns among the job- 
placed CEP participants, the CEP coaches, and the organiza¬ 
tional supervisors were analyzed. This chapter will specif¬ 
ically focus on the implications of the results and their 
analyses, the development of a more effective manpower fol¬ 
low-up model, and the limitations of the study. 
Implications of Results For Follow-Up Model 
The results illustrated in Chapter V indicated various 
factors which need to be reconsidered for the determination 
of a more effective follow-up model. These factors are pri¬ 
marily concerned with the underlying structure of the follow¬ 
up concept, the internal dynamics of the Employability De¬ 
velopment Team, and the interactions and interrelationships 
among the participants, coaches, and supervisors. After each 
facet has been described, the necessary changes will be recom 
mended. 
A discussion of the implications should commence with 
the CEP coach and the EDT because, as a group, their know¬ 
ledge of certain information was limited. In the first 
place, the participants' factual data was, in many cases, in¬ 
correct. If the coaches had used the data, they would have 
discovered the mistakes and made the necessary changes in 
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the Central Records Unit and in the participants' folders. 
This problem is not unique to this particular program. 
Many programs have been found to suffer from this dilemma. 
As the direct source of communication with the participants, 
the coach should update all information in the participant's 
folder. In addition, the coach should provide the Central 
Records Unit with an itemized updating of all information 
which has changed and is necessary for accurate statistical 
reporting. This would facilitate the folders providing all 
the needed information for future interactions, emergencies, 
or other situations. 
Presently, needed and important information is missing 
from these folders. For example, very few of the coaches 
could remember the name of the supervisor responsible for a 
particular participant. If a problem developed, the coach 
would not immediately know whom to contact, but would have 
to go through some lengthy procedure to ascertain who this 
person is. In addition, there are other types of information 
which should be accumulated and documented. All data which 
are related to contacting a participant at any time of the 
day or night should be known. All facts pertaining to the 
participant's position, salary, employer, and on-and-off-the- 
job problems should be documented. 
What is being recommended is both a change for this 
program and other related programs. This could be effected 
through the use of a one page form which focuses on the 
137 
types of information cited above. For example, the form would 
contain space for the date of the interaction or communication, 
the name of the participant, the place of interaction or 
type of communication utilized, the address and phone number 
of the participant's residence, a space for noting any changes 
in either one or both, the employer's name, full address and 
business phone, any changes in these, the supervisor's name, 
business telephone, residential address and phone number, any 
problems perceived by the supervisor, the participant's 
length of employment, status in the follow-up program, pres¬ 
ent job title, functions and earnings, problems experienced 
by the participant either on or off the job, and any actions 
taken by the coach. Such a format would serve two purposes. 
The coach could: (1) readily recall all important aspects 
about the participant and the follow-up program; and (2) pro¬ 
vide others with a good understanding of the participant and 
the participant's situation. This latter point would prove 
to be invaluable when and where a coach left the program be¬ 
fore a replacement was completely oriented. 
There are other problems related to the job coaches 
which should be discussed here for the development of a more 
effective follow-up program. The coaches did not appear to 
have a clear understanding of the program's goals or their 
own objectives. They also had experienced some difficulty 
in verbalizing their own past productivity, as well as for 
their team and the entire program. These problems are not 
i 
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entirely separate and may be symptomatic of a greater de¬ 
ficiency. As was noted in Chapter V, the coaches had re¬ 
ceived little training for their positions and were unable 
to totally understand their functions and responsibilities 
as individuals and CEP as an organization. There are two 
mechanisms which should correct these situations. First, 
varied and updated training seminars should be held semi¬ 
annually for the coaches. In addition, two-hour weekly 
meetings would keep all of the coaches informed, especially 
those hired between the semi-annually training seminars. 
The content for these sessions should include any relevant 
information ascertained from the Department of Labor, Man¬ 
power Administration, or program evaluations of other man¬ 
power programs to specific problems hampering attainment of 
agency objectives or goals. These meetings should enhance 
a team responsibility for the performance of the entire agen¬ 
cy. In part, this could be facilitated through the adoption 
of the second mechanism, an information reporting system. 
Fundamentally, this information system should illustrate 
participant retention rates for the thirty, sixty, and ninety- 
day periods according to each individual coach, each team, 
and for the entire program. The system should also indicate 
the actual figures against the planned goals and be utilized 
on a weekly, monthly, quarterly, semi-annually, and yearly 
basis. This information system would facilitate both the 
evaluation of the coaches' and the program's performance. 
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This might provide a source of motivation for the coaches to 
increase their own participants' retentions, thus fulfilling 
the program's objectives. Like many other manpower programs, 
this program is relatively unsophisticated in terms of re¬ 
porting and information systems. Consequently, a computer¬ 
ized system is not being recommended at this time, even 
though computer usage would be beneficial in certain respects. 
Rather, a manual and relatively simple information reporting 
system should be implemented to increase accountability and 
attainment of program goals. 
There are two other factors related to the EDT which need 
to be delineated. First, the case load which each coach is 
expected to handle should be reassessed. The question of the 
number of participants which a coach can handle effectively 
is vital to the longevity of the program and must be an inte¬ 
gral component of a generalized manpower follow-up model. 
This is particularly important in terms of the limited inter¬ 
actions which were cited in Chapter V. The follow-up model 
must allow each coach a sufficient amount of time to per¬ 
sonally interact and communicate with both the participant 
and the employer or supervisor. Presently, this is not 
occurring within this program, and probably not in many 
others. Accordingly, each coach should be limited to a 
sensible number, one which will permit enough time for inter¬ 
action with each participant during the specified time inter¬ 
vals. By maintaining caseloads of less than twenty-five par- 
ticipants, the coaches should have more time to devote to 
those participants in the follow-up phase. 
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Second, the responsibility for the coaches' activities 
needs to be reevaluated. The team leader is presently re¬ 
sponsible for the performance of all the team members, in¬ 
cluding the coaches, as well as for special administrative 
duties. For this reason, the team leader may not be able to 
allocate sufficient time to oversee each participant's fol¬ 
low-up program. On the basis of the above, the position of 
team leader needs to be redefined and a separate control 
function should be established, acting much like an indepen¬ 
dent auditing unit. This concept will be discussed in 
greater depth later in the chapter. 
Another question germane to any follow-up program is 
whether or not a lasting impact in the long-term employment 
of disadvantaged participants can be achieved within a nine¬ 
ty-day period. This is particularly relevant for developing 
a more effective manpower follow-up model as follow-up is to 
facilitate the adjustment and assimilation of participants 
into a normal and full employment mode. While critical prob¬ 
lems may appear within the present ninety-day period, this 
process should be continued for a longer length of time. 
In the WIN Programs, the established follow-up period is six 
months. In other programs, follow-up has been extended to a 
maximum of one full year. Longer follow-up programs facili¬ 
tate the resolution of many early and one-time problems which 
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may hinder the participant's career development. The ration¬ 
ale for a ninety-day period is that this is the critical 
period for initial work adjustment. As a result, the present 
program may lose the advantage of developing and enhancing 
long-range employment. Thus, the follow-up phase should be 
extended to encompass at least a six month period. 
As noted earlier, an internal control unit (ICU) is 
suggested. This unit would consist of at least three per¬ 
sons who are responsible for the follow-up activities per¬ 
formed in each of the Employability Development Teams. Their 
primary functions would include the monitoring and evaluation 
of the coaches' activities as to the number, timing, and lo¬ 
cation of interactions and the information which is obtained. 
On the basis of the results obtained, the expected level of 
interactions between the coaches and the participants, and 
between the coaches and the organizational supervisors did 
not occur. Instead, there was a minimal amount of personal 
contact both on and off the job, supported by informal and 
infrequent telephone communications. This is not enough 
support to facilitate the adjustment of a disadvantaged par¬ 
ticipant to a new position in an unfamiliar organization. 
For these reasons, a separate, internal function which has 
the appropriate time and resources should be established to 
effectively monitor the coaches' performance during follow¬ 
up. 
In this light, the ICU would substantiate the initial 
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date of employment of participants at their CEP job place¬ 
ments and insure that interaction occurs weekly during the 
first thirty days and bi-weekly during the remaining period. 
In addition, they would speak directly with the participant, 
the supervisor, and the coach to oversee that the desired 
level of communication has developed and that problems are 
being resolved satisfactorily. This should not place unrea¬ 
sonable demands upon the ICU since less than three hundred 
fifty participants were involved in follow-up during the 
past year. 
To achieve these objectives, the ICU would be responsi¬ 
ble for designing and implementing any tools or instruments 
which would facilitate their monitoring and evaluation. Sev¬ 
eral basic items would be necessary in any manpower follow-up 
program. First, the participant and the organizational super¬ 
visor should receive a business card with: the name of the 
coach responsible for that participant; the coach's business 
address and phone number; and the coach's residential address 
and phone number, as well as the phone number of the ICU to be • 
used if there is no answer on the above phone numbers, and if 
there are problems with the coach or caused by the coach. Sec¬ 
ond, the participants and organizational supervisors should be 
provided with self-addressed stamped post cards for the purpose 
of contacting the coach in non-emergency situations. Specific¬ 
ally, these could be utilized when an individual has been unable 
to contact the coach by phone but would like to discuss a particu- 
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lar problem, a potential problem, or a general area of con¬ 
cern. The back of the post card should provide several 
'check' boxes for such items as; call as soon as possible, 
schedule an appointment immediately due to work-related 
problem(s) and/or personal problem(s), and so on, as well 
as several lines for specific information or situations not 
included in the above. For example, there were several 
cases where coaches were unaware that their participants 
were either in jail, sick, or the like. If these cards 
were properly utilized these types of situations could be 
more effectively handled. 
Third, in-depth information, on the specific problems 
encountered by participants and organizational supervisors, 
as well as the corrective measures taken, should be ascer¬ 
tained, documented, and evaluated by the ICU. There are 
several ways in which this could be accomplished. One method 
would be to use predesigned forms which the coach would com¬ 
plete weekly or bi-weekly, depending on the participant's 
status in the follow-up program. The purpose of the forms 
would be to ascertain the types of problems which had oc¬ 
curred and the services utilized for proper resolution. In 
addition, these forms should be co-signed by the coach, par¬ 
ticipant, and the supervisor. Even though this might weaken 
the coaches' confidence and trust, the importance of partici¬ 
pant interaction should be reinforced. On the basis of 
these reports, the ICU would be responsible for validating 
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both the reality and importance of the problems (or the lack 
of any problems) and ensuring that the proper actions were 
taken. Clearly, the ICU's goal is to facilitate the coaches 
frequent interactions with their participants so that any 
initial problems may be eliminated for greater participant 
retention rates. 
In conclusion, no particular component has been made 
responsible for the results of the follow-up activities in 
the Springfield CEP Program, which is probably true for 
other manpower programs as well. To fill this void, the 
ICU would be established on a staff basis with functional 
authority, while the team leader remains the direct line 
supervisor. This would preserve the original intent and 
purpose of the Employability Development Team. 
Before the follow-up models are discussed, a brief 
summary of the variables involved will be provided. The 
intent of this study was to indicate at least some of the 
important variables effecting participant retention rates. 
The variables cited below, while important, do not provide 
a total explanation of the relationships involved in par¬ 
ticipant retention rates. The variables discussed thus far 
include: the collection of accurate factual information 
about the participant and the placement, the coaches' under¬ 
standing of the program goals and individual responsibili¬ 
ties, the caseloads for each coach, the roles of the coach 
and the team leader, the length of the follow-up program, 
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and the development of an internal control unit to monitor, 
review, substantiate and evaluate the performance of coaches 
and the follow-up program. To provide a complete evaluation 
of the changes and recommendations offered, the schematic 
representations of the present and revised Springfield, Massa¬ 
chusetts Concentrated Employment Program Follow-Up Models 
and a general manpower follow-up model appear on the follow¬ 
ing pages. 
Figure 2 represents the present Springfield, Massachu¬ 
setts CEP Follow-Up Program. The most significant factor 
demonstrated is the lack of accountability in the behavior 
and performance by job coaches. There is a noticeable lack 
of uniformity and concerted effort in the coaches’ action, 
no matter whether one focuses on coaches accompanying the 
participants to the new job, interacting with the partici¬ 
pants or interacting with the participant's supervisor. To 
rectify these deficiencies, as well as the minimal interac¬ 
tions and poor reporting structure, certain revisions have 
been suggested which appear in Figure 3. The principal dif¬ 
ference in the revised CEP Follow-Up model is the limited 
amount of discretion which the coaches may exercise. For 
example, they must provide the participant with an explana¬ 
tion of the entire follow-up program prior to entry as well 
as interact with both the participant and the appropriate 
organizational supervisor on the prescribed dates. In addi¬ 
tion, CEP coaches must become more concerned and involved 
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with those participants who do not successfully complete 
their follow-up programs. If the program is going to oper¬ 
ate effectively, the recognition must be made that disad¬ 
vantaged participants deserve more than one chance for long¬ 
term employment. Further, greater concern is given to the 
documentation and reporting of accurate statistical and fac¬ 
tual information. Finally, the remaining changes are the 
increased length of the follow-up programs and the establish¬ 
ment of an internal control unit. Thus, the revised follow¬ 
up model would correct the major and minor problem areas 
described earlier in this chapter and in the preceding 
chapter. 
The generalized manpower follow-up model, shown in 
Figure 3, is much like the revised CEP follow-up model illus¬ 
trated in Figure 4. The key differences are the elimination 
of time phases within the follow-up program and a slight al¬ 
teration in the coaches' interaction patterns with both the 
participants and the organizational supervisors. This model 
was designed to be both general and specific enough to be 
utilized in the forthcoming Manpower Revenue Sharing Plan. 
In particular, this model could be adopted as is, or altered 
slightly and still prove to be an effective program for con¬ 
tinued funding. The salient and most needed features are 
the increased interaction patterns for higher participant re¬ 
tention rates and better procedures for the reporting of ac¬ 
curate statistical and factual information. These character- 
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istics will become more desirable in light of the increased 
competition for funds under Manpower Revenue Sharing. As 
mentioned earlier, the primary purpose.of any follow-up pro¬ 
gram is to help the disadvantaged participant adjust to the 
new work environment and maintain full-time employment. 
This cannot be accomplished without the availability of 
necessary supportive services, administered by the appropri¬ 
ate person when needed. The results have shown that follow¬ 
up cannot be very effective when the procedures are loosely 
defined and left to one individual's discretion. While the 
intent of the EDT was to provide sufficient time to meet 
each participant's needs in each program phase, the daily 
performance of the EDT members, especially that of the job 
coaches, have fallen far short of the original objectives. 
These problems can persist for long periods of time without 
an adequate information reporting system. Although an in¬ 
formation system is not the cure-all, it can facilitate the 
identification of problem areas of ineffective components 
needing revision and corrective actions. This is one of the 
principal elements in the recommended generalized follow-up 
model. The reporting system can be used to effectively 
monitor all phases of the program as well as one specific 
component. If the information system was implemented, the 
responsibilities and activities of the coach were more 
structured, and an internal auditing unit was established, 
many of the shortcomings should be eliminated. This orien- 
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tation for increased effectiveness should make this general¬ 
ized model much better than any of the existing follow-up 
programs. 
Limitations of the Study 
The most important limitation was the small number of 
interviews in each of the groups involved. The particular 
reasons and problems which caused this to occur have already 
been discussed under the characteristics of respondents. 
While they will not be restated here, their effect on the 
results achieved and the conclusions to be derived are im¬ 
portant. Due to the small number of respondents and fre¬ 
quent use of the "not given" category in answering questions, 
statistical tests could not be utilized throughout. 
In addition to the above problems, there were other 
factors which impacted on the results obtained in this 
study. One critical area was the information provided by 
the CEP program itself. Much of the information about 
participants and their job placements was difficult to ob¬ 
tain quickly and then proved to be of dubious value. Some 
applicants who were admitted into the program, provided 
addresses which did not exist or where they could not be 
contacted. This problem seriously hindered the entire in¬ 
terview process. Furthermore, CEP could not readily pro¬ 
vide complete and accurate information on all the employers 
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involved with their program. When this type of information 
was requested, it was received several weeks later with 
missing addresses and telephone numbers and no recognition 
made of those organizations which had gone out of business. 
A similar problem was related to the information contained 
in the participants' personal folders. Most of this in¬ 
formation appeared more like short notes to remind the EDT 
member of what had transpired previously. Particular dif¬ 
ficulties occurred when the coach had left the team and 
this was the only information available. Generally, the 
folders provided short, superficial notes rather than de¬ 
tailed, complete records. The contents varied from folder 
to folder and did not uniformly describe the participants' 
employer, work address, job title, wage, and related in¬ 
formation. As a result, little could be gained by analyz¬ 
ing these folders. 
Another limitation concerned the definition of still- 
employed and no-longer-employed participants. There are 
many reasons why participants are not employed in their 
original CEP job placements. The evidence indicates that 
more terminations occurred voluntarily because of personal 
problems than as a result of employer dismissals. To de¬ 
termine the significant reasons for termination, more than 
seven no-longer-employed participants would have to be in¬ 
terviewed. Without more interviews, definite conclusions 
cannot be achieved. 
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As a result of these limitations, this study describes 
the results and applies the analysis of these toward the de¬ 
velopment of a follow-up model which appeared earlier in 
this chapter. While the analysis of the results and the 
conclusions reached are not satistically supported, they 
are nonetheless important for the determination of a more 
effective follow-up model. 
Summary 
In this chapter, the variables involved in the Spring- 
field CEP follow-up model, the proposed follow-up models, 
and the limitations of the study have been discussed. The 
limitations of the study focused on the factors which caused 
the small numbers of respondents. In addition, problems re¬ 
lated to the deficiencies and unreliability of the CEP in¬ 
formation about the participants were delineated. The most 
serious problems were encountered during the attempts to in¬ 
terview CEP participants rather than with the organizational 
supervisors and the job coaches. 
The present and revised Springfield CEP Follow-Up models 
and the generalized manpower follow-up model were described. 
The revised models are primarily directed at increased con¬ 
trol of and accountability for follow-up interactions by the 
coaches. To accomplish these objectives, an internal control 
function was established to monitor and evaluate follow-up 
activities and to ensure that the proper amount of interac- 
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tion has occurred. By this method, more timely help can be 
administered to the participants through the supportive 
services already present and available. Lastly, the rela¬ 
tionship of the generalized model to manpower revenue 
sharing was discussed. 
CHAPTER VII 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
The Concentrated Employment Program was developed in 
1967 to unite all of the Manpower services being provided 
for disadvantaged persons within a particular geographical 
area under one common centralized point. This program was 
responsible for outreach into the target area to locate and 
attract those disadvantaged persons who could be made job 
ready through a series of educational and training programs. 
To be elibigle for this program, an individual must be dis¬ 
advantaged and reside in the predetermined target area. 
Target areas were generally ghetto sectors within large ur¬ 
ban cities or groups of rural counties containing between 
50,000 to 150,000 persons. 
After entrance into the program, a participant received 
the necessary instruction to become job ready in a particu¬ 
lar occupation. In 1970, Employability Development Teams 
were created to provide a continuity of these services 
through a single team structure which the disadvantaged par¬ 
ticipant could come to know and trust. One of the members 
of this team was the job coach who was primarily responsible 
for following up on the participant from the first day of 
employment through a ninety-day period. This period is known 
as the participant's follow-up program and consists of three 
The first stage is job entry which lasts for the stages. 
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first thirty days in which the participant is placed in a 
job. During this phase, the coach is supposed to interact 
with the participant frequently to aid in the work adjust¬ 
ment process. The second step occurs during the next thirty 
days at which time the participant is a job placement. The 
final thirty days marks the participant’s job completion 
stage. The coach's interactions with the participant are 
less frequent in the final sixty days as progress is achieved 
in adjustment. The coach is provided with a cadre of sup¬ 
portive services, such as transportation, child care, legal 
and fiscal aid to meet and resolve any problems which may 
develop. After this period of time, the participant is 
formally terminated from the program and considered a suc¬ 
cessful retention. 
Many manpower specialists have found the first three 
months of employment to be a critical period in any employ¬ 
ee's adjustment to an organization. Consequently, CEP de¬ 
veloped a follow-up program which is designed to encourage 
frequent interaction between the job coach and the employed 
participant as needed. Even though these procedures have 
been developed to promote successful participant retention, 
successful retention has not always occurred. For exam¬ 
ple, the Springfield CEP was only able to achieve a thirty- 
seven percent retention rate for those participants still- 
employed in their CEP job placement. Other programs have 
encountered similar problems related to successful particr- 
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pant retention. Therefore, many studies have been performed 
to ascertain the significant variables related to increased 
employment retention. No factors have.been statistically 
substantiated through continuous analyses. 
The major purposes of this study were: (1) to investi¬ 
gate the follow-up systems employed by Concentrated Employ¬ 
ment Program (CEP) and other manpower agencies; (2) to an¬ 
alyze the present follow-up program utilized by the CEP in 
Springfield, Massachusetts; and, (3) to develop a model for 
an effective manpower follow-up system. Specifically, the 
research was directed toward: (a) an investigation of his¬ 
torical developments and trends in the national CEP follow¬ 
up system and their associated participant retention rates; 
(b) an analysis of any noteworthy alterations since 1970 in 
the CEP follow-up system since implementation of the Employ- 
ability Development Technique; (c) an investigation of pres¬ 
ent, similar national manpower follow-up programs and their 
effects on participant retention rates; (d) an analysis of 
the varying contexts of and variables significant in these 
different follow-up systems; (e) an assessment of the em¬ 
ployability development teams' role in and effect on the 
follow-up services; and, (f) the development of a model for 
a follow-up system in manpower programs, using the Spring- 
field Concentrated Employment Program as an empirical exam¬ 
ple. 
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Methodology 
Few studies have specifically focused their attention 
on the follow-up component and the significant variables 
effecting retention rates. Instead, most have concerned 
themselves with demographic characteristics of the persons 
involved and related employment data, such as wages, posi¬ 
tion, and size of the organization. Since this study was 
analyzing interaction patterns and interrelationships, the 
scarcity of previous information hindered the development 
of specific hypotheses. As a result, the following types 
of general research questions were used in their place: 
What are the reasons for interaction between the coach and 
the participant? Between the coach and the supervisor? 
Between the supervisor and the participant? Is it primarily 
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on-the-job, off-the-job or a combination? How often did 
these different interactions occur? Who initiated the con¬ 
tact? What types of problems developed? How were these 
problems resolved? The information obtained from these 
questions was used in the development of a generalized man¬ 
power follow-up model. 
The primary sources of data for this study included 
the Springfield CEP administrators, the Springfield CEP Central 
Records Unit, and the Manpower Information Service: Current 
Reports and Reference Files published by the Bureau of Na¬ 
tional Affairs in Washington, D.C. More important, though, 
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was the information obtained from the CEP participants, the 
coaches, and the organizational supervisors. In this way, 
a more complete perspective about the .'real' follow-up pro¬ 
gram was ascertained. 
The methodological procedure was a sequential series 
of steps. First, a list of all CEP participants placed dur¬ 
ing the period from September, 1971, through May, 1972, was 
obtained from the CEP Central Records Unit. Second, the 
employers were contacted to ascertain whether or not the 
participants were still employed in their CEP job placements 
and, if not, the date of separation. Third, a stratified 
random sampling of these participants was determined, based 
on the total number of employees in each organization. 
Fourth, the no-longer-employed and the still-employed par¬ 
ticipants were interviewed by a black interviewer utilizing 
a predesigned structured questionnaire. Finally, the ap¬ 
propriate coaches and supervisors for these participants 
were interviewed using a similar questionnaire. 
Results 
The actual collection of the data occurred from Novem¬ 
ber 15, 1972, through February 24, 1973. Of the 85 partici¬ 
pants in the random sample, only 16 still-employed and 7 no- 
longer-employed participants were actually interviewed. All 
of the appropriate CEP coaches and supervisors, with the ex¬ 
ception of 1 coach and 6 supervisors were questioned. As a 
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result of the small number of respondents, the use of statis 
tical tests was minimized in the analysis of the results. 
However, the general results obtained served as important 
indices in the development of a more effective manpower fol¬ 
low-up model. 
The major results of this study were broken down into 
two sets of general questions. In effect, the primary pur¬ 
pose of these sets was to ascertain the amount of communica¬ 
tions which the respondents had with each other and the 
effects of their interactions on participant retention rates 
The first set was concerned with the degree of reliability 
among the respondents and asked various factual questions to 
all of those interviewed. Basically, the rationale was that 
the level of agreement obtained would be a direct function 
of the amount of interaction which took place. The results 
indicated that the degree of reliability was minimal. 
The second set of questions focused on the reasons for 
the number of interactions which had occurred between the 
subsets of the three groups. In particular, each was asked 
whom they had contacted and who had contacted them. In the 
majority of cases, the respondents were unable to provide 
the identities of the appropriate persons with whom they 
were supposed to have interacted. In addition, each group 
failed to have their initiated interactions substantiated 
by the other participating groups. For these reasons, the 
interactions were shown to be below the levels originally 
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designed by the National CEP guidelines and the Springfield 
CEP administrators. The general conclusion derived was that 
these occurred infrequently and were not beneficial. 
On the bases of the results obtained, a generalized 
manpower follow-up model was developed. The model incorpor¬ 
ated several changes which are described below. First, an 
information reporting system was recommended for the on¬ 
going analysis of the productivity of the staff, both indi¬ 
vidually and as a whole. The information system should also 
facilitate the accumulation and documentation of accurate 
statistical and factual data. Second, an internal auditing 
unit was established to monitor and evaluate the manpower 
program's follow-up activities. Specifically, the auditing 
unit would be responsible for acting as a trouble-shooter 
and problem-solver as well as providing for objective evalu¬ 
ations to be used in performance appraisals and future plans 
of service. Third, an increased emphasis on regularly sched¬ 
uled training seminars was suggested to provide the coaches 
with continued and updated information. Fourth, the length 
of the follow-up program was changed. • In particular, the 
new follow-up would include a six month surveillance period 
so that the coaches could more effectively facilitate career- 
oriented employment for participants. In conclusion, the 
recommendations cited above are the major changes incorporated 
into the generalized manpower follow-up model. 
162 
Implications For Manpower 
This study and the generalized follow-up model have 
various implications for Manpower. Since the passage of 
the Manpower and Development Training Act in 1962, much 
attention has been focused on the achievements of manpower 
programs designed to serve the disadvantaged. Despite this 
concern, little has been learned about the most significant 
factors for continued, long-term employment. This study 
and the proposed model have been concerned with this latter 
consideration, especially in light of Manpower Revenue 
Sharing (MRS). 
Manpower programs will be competing with each other to 
obtain their desired share of local funds. Similarly, the 
community and community officials will closely scrutinize 
the programs under consideration for funding. Increasing 
concern will be placed on the effectiveness and efficiency 
of program management as well as the return on investment. 
In the field of manpower, one measure of the return on in¬ 
vestment is the number of disadvantaged persons successfully 
moving from income maintenance support to successful full¬ 
time employment. In addition, the criteria for successful 
job retention may become more stringent in that three months 
might not be long enough. In general, many manpower programs 
may be in jeopardy of losing funds under their present situ¬ 
ations. As a minimum, community decision-makers will expect 
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to receive accurate statistical reports. This study has 
found that accurate reporting is a serious problem area for 
many programs, especially the Springfield CEP. Acceptable 
levels of successful participant retention rates may be 
above present performance rates achieved by programs such 
as CEP. While these are only two possible factors, they 
will serve as a basis for the implications of this study. 
The proposed model could be adapted to meet many programs' 
needs. The use of the model should initially demonstrate 
the program's intent to provide the highest return possible 
on investment. Basically, the model recognizes the impor¬ 
tance of on-the-job experience for career-oriented employ¬ 
ment. Also, the model provides a mechanism, the internal 
control unit, to monitor the follow-up activities so that 
problems can be readily detected and then corrected. In 
effect, the model provides its own defense for ensuring 
effectiveness by recognizing those elements which are weaker 
than others. 
While most of the discussion has focused on the impli¬ 
cations of the model, there are several implications which 
are derived from the study itself. Both hiring organiza¬ 
tions and CEP coaches must become more concerned with the 
participants. Organizations must be willing to recognize 
the unique situations of the disadvantaged and be willing to 
extend themselves and their resources to the furthest limits. 
Even a small request like trying to interview an organiza- 
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tional supervisor should not be so quickly denied. The job 
coaches cannot afford to become complacent or bureaucratic. 
They, too, must be willing to make personal sacrifices for 
the participants. Only those organizations and coaches who 
are truly concerned and committed will be able to help the 
disadvantaged. Just as this study found respondents' inter¬ 
actions and agreement to be minimal, so can other studies. 
But, more importantly, the disadvantaged participants can 
quickly recognize the sincerity of others' efforts and re¬ 
act accordingly. Therefore, the generalized follow-up 
model identifies the current strengths and weaknesses of 
existing programs and designates the internal, structural 
recommendations to obtain higher participant retention rates. 
Future Research 
This study can serve as an important basis for future 
research in this particular area of manpower. Since in¬ 
creasing concern is being focused on program results, gener¬ 
al accountability for the performance of all program com¬ 
ponents will become more important. Future studies should 
benefit through the definition of problem areas and issues 
needing further exploration and evaluation as a result of 
this research project. Several of these areas and issues 
which will be described below are: 
(1) Definitions - For the purposes of this study, par¬ 
ticipants were categorized as either still-employed or no- 
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longer-employed. This may have been an unfortunate choice 
of terms. The definition of no-longer-employed needs to be 
reformulated so as to take into account the reasons for the 
participant's termination from the CEP job placement and the 
actual job status of the participant at the time of the 
study. In addition, disadvantaged participants may enter 
the program with a variety of expectations and purposes. The 
number of persons participating in the program because of 
the allowance provided should be ascertained so that those 
who really had no intentions of obtaining long-term employ¬ 
ment after this allowance ends can be excluded. There may 
be other reasons for involvement, such as those who are 
highly qualified but have not received the type of job which 
they desire or those who may need more basic training or 
education to facilitate their chances to obtain expected 
positions. In addition, there may also be a group which is 
truly hard-core and who may go off the 'deep end' through 
the use of drugs, alcohol, or both. These potential differ¬ 
ences make uniform definitions inapplicable as there may be 
a variety of reasons involved with why a participant is not 
employed in the original CEP job placement. Presumably, 
some participants received better jobs or higher wages 
elsewhere, changed employers for different reasons while 
others were actually unemployed. Thus, accurately defining 
the participant's present status, and the associated rea¬ 
sons is critical for the assessment of a follow-up program. 
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(2) Research Methods - The specific problem areas en¬ 
countered by the participants and the methods utilized for 
their resolution should be outlined for a full understand¬ 
ing of the dynamics involved. Therefore, those directly in¬ 
volved in follow-up activities should be questioned for the 
purpose of defining the factors which cause or inhibit per¬ 
sonal interaction. Perhaps the most serious problem to 
overcome in future studies concerns the interviewing of par¬ 
ticipants who have completed their follow-up programs. Any 
evaluation should include more than one interviewer for 
questioning the selected participants. Specifically, a 
team of interviewers reflecting the demographic character¬ 
istics of the participants should be employed to interview 
those participants most like themselves. Sufficient time 
should be allotted for the interviewing phase as demonstrated 
by the problems which were encountered in this study. Sim¬ 
ilarly, better ways to interview the organizational super¬ 
visors will be needed to contend with both the production 
schedules of the employer and the after-hours private life 
of the supervisor. The difficulty in infringing upon the 
time of the supervisor in either situation was a significant 
barrier in the present study, and must be lessened in future 
research. 
(3) Follow-Up Systems - Ideally, future research would 
have the opportunity to analyze and evaluate the proposed 
generalized follow-up model in actual operation. This would 
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allow additional investigation into the significant variables 
and their effects on participant retention rates for further 
changes and innovations. Unless the suggested model is im¬ 
plemented, this research would not be possible. Other types 
of studies might focus on changing certain components within 
the follow-up program while simultaneously keeping other man¬ 
power follow-up programs constant. This could be a signifi¬ 
cant controlled experiment but may be unattainable in the 
real-world setting. Another research strategy may be to per¬ 
form longitudinal studies of both participants successfully 
and unsuccessfully terminated from their follow-up placements 
Assessing the effects of both types of terminations for long 
term employment may provide further insights on the role and 
value of follow-up programs and their necessary and irrele¬ 
vant components. 
(4) Informations Systems - In many manpower programs, 
problems in reporting accurate information have been noted. 
This study also found this to be a significant problem area 
in the Springfield CEP. Accordingly, greater concentration 
should be focused on the establishment of information re¬ 
porting systems. There are various directions in which an¬ 
alyses may be performed. For instance, a certain amount of 
similarity exists in the reporting needs and problems of all 
manpower programs. The idea of a common computerized data 
bank may have considerable advantages in both cost and accur¬ 
acy. Basically, the entire question of computerized versus 
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manual information systems has not received the appropriate 
level of interest. No matter which type of reporting system 
is utilized, the internal dynamics involving the transmittal 
of data from one component to another needs further research 
Finally, the methods for the collection of data and the prep 
aration of reports, as well as the personnel involved, de¬ 
serves considerable emphasis. Thus, external and internal 
characteristics of manpower information systems should re¬ 
ceive further analyses. 
(5) Monitoring Systems - The final area for future re¬ 
search involves monitoring systems. This study recommended 
the establishment of an internal control or auditing unit 
to ensure that the CEP coaches would perform the functions 
for each participant as needed. This is particularly criti¬ 
cal where the program staff become too complacent and lose 
sight of their objectives. The control unit should also 
have other duties and responsibilities. Future research 
should focus on the alternative methods 'which a monitoring 
unit could use and the framework in which it would operate. 
In addition, the type and amount of personnel involved needs 
analysis. Finally, the relationship of the control unit to 
the line staff in a human services agency should be evalu¬ 
ated. In conclusion, these are the primary considerations 
which need to be confronted and resolved so that future 
studies nay contribute to the effectiveness of participant 
retention rates. 
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AN ANALYSIS OF THE FOLLOW-UP SYSTEM IN 
THE CONCENTRATED EMPLOYMENT PROGRAM 
IN SPRINGFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS 
5. 
6. 
8. 
9. 
QUESTIONNAIRE FOR CEP PARTICIPANTS 
Face Sheet Data 
2. Interviewer 
Part I 
1. Interview Date: 
3. Interview Location: 
4. Participant's Name: 
Sex: Male | 
Race: White 
Female [_ 
Black 
Spanish-American 
J. 
Other (specify) 
7. Age: 
20-25 _j 
35-49 50 and over 
Education (Highest Year of Schooling Attained): 
0-8 | j 9-11 |" : 12 
I 
Married Marital Status: Single 
Divorced 
10. Dependents: Total number of children 
over 12 
Separated 
Other(specify) 
Number of children under 6 years 
11. Name of any other persons present at interview: 
Participant still employed on CEP job placement: 
Yes [ j No 
12. 
I 
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Part II Interview Data 
1. When did you start with this organization?_ 
(date) 
2. What was your job title when you began here?_ 
3. What was your starting salary in this position? 
per hour?__ per week?_ 
4. Have you received any job promotions or pay raises 
since you began?_ 
Yes \ ] No |~~~ | 
How many?_ 
For "no-longer-employed" clients, skip to Question 7 
5. What is your present job title?_ 
6. What do you do on this job? 
7. What is your present salary? per hour?_ per week? 
8. About how many hours per week do/did you spend on this 
j b?_ 
9. Does/did the organization provide any training for 
this job? , . I-1 
Yes|_I No|_I 
If yes: What kind of training?_ 
How many hours per week?_ 
How long did the training last? 
If no: Why not?_ 
10. Was your CEP Job Placement the type of position you 
wanted? .-, - 
Yes I_I No _j 
If no: Why not?____ 
Overall, how much did you like your job? 
Very much cat Very little 
11. 
182 
12. Have you had any transportation problems getting to and 
from work? .-, ,-. 
Yes I_1 No I_I 
If yes: How were they worked out?_ 
13. Have you had any problems with child care while you've 
been working here? 
Yes| 1 No 1 1 
If yes: Did anyone help you with this?_ 
Who was this person? 
If no: Why not? 
14. Have you found racial prejudice to be a significant 
problem here? _ ._ 
Yes f" I No 
If yes: With supervisors or co-workers 
15. Which member of your CEP EDT has been most helpful to 
you while you have been employed here? 
Counselor Coach(specify) 
Training specialists 
Other(specify)_ 
Job developer 
16. Do you have one regular coach who is supposed to help 
help you with any problems while employed here? 
Yes 
If yes: Who? 
J No | 
17. Have you been contacted by a member of your EDT since 
you have been employed here? 
Yes[ | No| 1 
If yes": By whom (specify)_ 
How often?_ 
If no: Why not? 
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18. Could you always contact your coach when you wanted to 
talk with him/her? 
Yes □ No □ 
Never tried 
If no: What was the average time delay? 
19. When 
help 
you talked with your coach, was he/she able to 
you? 
Yes I_I No 
What was the prob 
If yes: How? 
If no: Why not? 
20. Do/did you 
in helping 
feel that your coach is/was really interested 
you? 
Yes No 
Why do you feel this way? 
21. How helpful have your co-workers been in explaining 
things to you? 
Very helpful □ □ □□□ Not helpful 
22. How friendly have your co-workers been? 
Very friendly □ □□□ □ Not friendly 
23. What is/was the name of your supervisor?__ 
24. How well do/did you get along with your supervisor? 
Very wellQj L] LJ CTi EH /ery poorly 
25. How well does/did your supervisor explain things so 
that you know/knew exactly what, to do? 
Very well □ □ □ □ □ Very poorly 
How often does/did your supervisor discipline you if 
you are/were late or absent a day? 
Very often □ □ □ □ □ Never 
26. 
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27. 
28. 
29. 
30. 
31. 
32. 
How often does/did your supervisor reward you when you 
have/had done a good job? 
Very often □ □ □ □ □ Never 
How well does/did the organization treat you? 
»«y □ □ n □ □ Very poorly 
In general, how much do/did you like your supervisor? 
Very much □ □ □ □ □ Very little 
Have you ever discussed a problem with your supervisor? 
Yes N° CUT] 
If yes: What was the nature of the problem? 
How many times have you done this? 
Were you satisfied with the results? 
If no: Why not?_" 
Have you ever discussed a problem with a member of your 
EDT? 
Yes No □ 
If yes: Which EDT member? 
What was the nature of the problem? 
How many times have you done this? 
Were you satisfied with the results? 
If no: Why not?_ 
Have you requested any supportive services while you 
have been employed? 
Yes No 
If yes: Which one(s)? 
What was/were the results? 
If no: Why not? 
Do you know which services are available? 
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To be filled out for the "no-longer-employed" clients only 
33. When did you leave your CEP job placement? 
34. How long had you worked in this job? 
35. What was your job title when you left? 
36. What was your salary when you left? per hour?_ 
per week?_ 
37. Did you think much about leaving your job before you 
actually left? _ _ 
Yes £_| No I [ 
Why or Why not?__ 
38. What were some of the things that made you want to 
leave this position? 
39. What would you identify as the single, most important 
reason?^__ 
40. Did you discuss your decision to leave with any staff 
member from the organization or from your EDT before 
you left? ,—, I-! 
Yes I_ No |_i 
If yes: With whom?_ 
(If the coach was not mentioned) Did you 
ever discuss it with your CEP Coach?_ 
If no: Why not? 
I 
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The following questions must be answered by all participants. 
41. Do you have any suggestions as to how the CEP EDT or the 
employer can better help a participant adjust to his/her 
new work environment? 
Yes ! 1 No [ | 
If yes: What are your suggestions?_ 
Do you have any comments which you would like to add? 
Yes 1 | No P 
If yes:_ 
42. 
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AN ANALYSIS OF THE FOLLOW-UP SYSTEM IN 
THE CONCENTRATED EMPLOYMENT PROGRAM 
IN SPRINGFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS 
QUESTIONNAIRE FOR ORGANIZATIONAL SUPERVISORS 
Part I Face Sheet Data 
1. Interview Date: 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 
10. 
11. 
2. Interviewer: 
3. Interview Location: 
Name of Organization: 
Supervisor's Name:_ 
Supervisor's Position:___ 
Sex: Male f Female | j 
Race: White Black Spanish-American 
Other(specify) 
Age: 
16-19 rz 20-25 J 26-34 J 35-49 50 and over ] 
Education (Highest Year of Schooling Attained): 
0-8 9-11 12 over 12 
Marital Status: Single 
Divorced 
Married _j Separated 
Other(specify) 
Dependents: Total number of children: 
Number of children under 6 years 
12 
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Part II Interview Data 
1. What are your organization's main products or services? 
2. How many employees are: At this location? 
Within the client's department?_ 
3. How many minority employees are: At this location? 
Within the client's department?_ 
4. In the past year has the number of your employees been 
increasing or decreasing or remaining the same? 
Increase Decrease Same 
5. Did you have much difficulty recruiting suitable employ¬ 
ees other than CEP referrals, during the past year? 
Yes I I No 1 ! 
Why or why n t?_ 
6. Approximately how many jobs in your organization at 
this location are currently filled by CEP referrals? 
7. Do your CEP employees work mainly in a few areas 
or are they scattered around your organization 
8. What are the job titles, duties and pay ranges of the 
jobs which CEP referrals are usually hired for?_ 
9. What is the supervisory/employee ratio for these 
jobs?____ 
10. Have you had to relax any of your normal standards re¬ 
garding absenteeism, lateness, or production? 
Yes ( No 1 ] 
If yes: Which ones have you had to relax? 
Has this caused any problems with your regu- 
lar employees?___ 
If no: Why not? 
189 
f 
11. What are some of the main reasons why you have had to 
discharge CEP hires?_ 
12. Do you treat the CEP referrals the same as any new 
employee? r-, __ 
Yes I_I No |_I 
If yes: Why?_ 
If no: How do you treat them differently? 
13. Do your first-line supervisors know which employees were 
referred by CEP? 
Yes No Should they? 
14. Do your rank-and-file employees know who were referred 
by CEP? r——, 
Yes I No Should they? 
15. Are you participating in any other retraining programs 
or job placement programs now? 
Yes [ _J No 
If yes: Which ones?_ 
How many employees are under these? 
If no: Why not?_ 
16. When was_hired? 
(name of CEP participant) 
17. What was the job title of his/her starting position? 
What was his/her starting salary in this position? 
per hour?_ per week?_ 
18. 
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19. 
20. 
21. 
22 
23 
Does/did the organization provide any training for this 
job? ,_ 
Yes No 
If yes: What kind of training: 
How many hours per week? 
How long did the training last? 
If no: Why not? 
Has he/she received any job promotions or pay raises 
since he/she began? 
no rn Yes_ 
If yes: How many? 
If no: Why not? 
Did this CEP employee have any problems while he/she 
worked here? -. .- 
Yes I_| No I_ 
If yes: What were the problems? 
Have you found racial prejudice to be a problem for 
this CEP employee? 
Yesl_I No>_ i—| |—i 
If yes: With supervisors!_; or co-workers |_j? 
If this CEP employee is "no-longer-employed," what was 
the reason for the separation?_ 
24. 
25. 
Do you have what some organizations call a "buddy sys¬ 
tem" in which an experienced worker is assigned to 
help a new CEP employee get acquainted with his job? 
Yes No □ 
If yes: What effects do you feel your 
program has rendered?_ 
If no: What effects has this had? 
How helpful have your non-CEP workers been in explaining 
things to this CEP worker? 
Very helpful cn n n n iz)N°t heipfm 
How friendly have your non-CEP workers been toward this 
CEP employee? ,—, .—, ,—. ,—1 ,—, 
Very friendly'_j j_| [_] [_J |_[Not friendly 
26. 
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27. 
28. 
29. 
30. 
31. 
33. 
34. 
How well do you get along with this CEP employee? 
Very well ] J Very poorly 
How well does your CEP employee know exactly what to 
do after you have explained it to him? 
Very well Very poorly 
How often do you discipline this CEP worker when 
tardiness or absence occurs? 
Very often 
_ 
Never 
How often do you reward this CEP worker when his/her 
job is well done? 
Very often ] 1 In ever 
How well does the organization treat this CEP employee? 
Very well!_ Very poorly 
32. In general how much do you like this CEP employee? 
Very much 
. 
Very little 
Have you ever been contacted by this CEP worker to 
discuss a problem? 
Yes No 
If yes: What was the nature of the problem? 
How many times has this occurred? 
Have you been satisfied with the results? 
If no: Why not? 
Have you ever been contacted by this CEP worker's EDT 
staff regarding this worker's problem? 
Yes r No 
If yes: By which EDT member? 
What was the nature of the problem?_ 
How many times has this occurred? 
Have you been satisfied with the results? 
If no: Why ot?_ 
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35. Have you ever contacted this CEP worker's EDT staff 
about a problem? 
Yes |_No 
If yes: Who?_ 
What was the nature of the problem?_ 
How many times has this occurred? 
Have you been satisfied with the results?_ 
If no: Why not? 
36. Have you ever requested or helped a CEP worker obtain 
any supportive services? 
Yes 
If yes: 
i i 
No I_ 
Which services? 
What was the result? 
If no: Do you know which services are available 
for CEP workers?_ 
Why t?_ 
(To be filled out for the "no-longer-employed" clients only) 
37. Had the CEP participant discussed his/her decision with 
you before he/she left? 
Yes _ 
If yes: 
No 
Why?_ 
If no: Why not? 
38. Do you have any suggestions as to how the CEP EDT or 
other supervisors can better help a CEP participant 
adjust to his new work environment? 
Yes1_ No !_ 
If yes: What are your suggestions?_ 
If no: Why? 
Do you have any comments which you would like to add? 
Yes Nof 
If yes:__'__ 
39. 
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AN ANALYSIS OF THE FOLLOW-UP SYSTEM IN 
THE CONCENTPATED EMPLOYMENT PROGRAM 
IN SPRINGFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS 
QUESTIONNAIRE FOR CEP PERSONNEL 
Part I Face Sheet Data 
1. Interview Date:__ 2. Interviewer: 
3. Interview Location: 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 
10. 
Respondent's Name: 
Respondent's Position: 
Sex: Male \ 1 
Race: White 
1 
Female 
Black Spanish-American 
Other(specify) 
Age: 
16-19 20-25 
ro 1 
K
O
 
CM 35-49 50 and over 
Education (Highest Year of Schooling Attained): 
0-8 □ 9-111 _i 12 -\ over 12 1 
Marital Status: Single 
Divorced 
Married Separated 
• Other(specify) 
11. Dependents: Total number of children_ 
Number of children under six years_ 
12. Name of any other persons present at interview 
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Part II Interview Data 
1. When were you hired by the Springfield CEP?_ 
2. What positions have you filled while you've been with 
the Springfield CEP?_ 
3. What is your present job title?_ 
4. What do you do on this job?_ 
5. What are your responsibilities to an employed partici¬ 
pant during the follow-up period?_ 
6. Have you received any training in preparation for your 
present position? 
Yes i_ No 1 I 
If yes: What kind of training?_ 
Who provided the training?_ 
If no: Why not?_ 
7. When was_hired? 
(name of CZ? participant) 
8. What is/was the name of his/her employer?_ 
9. What was the title of his/her starting position? 
10. What was his/her starting salary in this position? 
per hour?_ per w’eek?_ 
11. Did the organization provide any training for this job? 
Yes_j No _|. 
If yes: What kind of training?_ 
How many hours per week?__ 
How long did the training last?_ 
If no: Why not?_ 
12. Has he/she received any job promotions or pay raises 
since he/she began? 
Yes _ No _! 
If yes: How many?__ 
If no: Why not?___ 
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13. 
14. 
15. 
Did the 
there? 
participant have any problems while he worked 
Yes [_ No □ 
If yes: What were the problems? 
Have you found racial prejudice to be a problem for 
this CEP employee? 
Yes No 
If yes: with supervisors [_ _ 
or co-workers j ? 
Was this participant still employed in his CEP job 
placement at the end of the 90-day follow-up period? 
Yes 
If noT 
1 
No 
Why not? 
—' 
j 
16. How often did you talk with this individual during his/ 
her work week? 
17. 
18. 
Why? 
Could he/she always contact you when he/she wanted to 
talk with you? 
No 
Why not? 
Never tried Yes 
I f noT _ 
What was the average time delay? 
When you talked with him/her, were you able to help? 
_J NO I_j Yes 
What was the problem? 
If yes: How? 
If no: Why not? 
Do you think that he/she felt that you were really in¬ 
terested in helping her/him? 
Yes No 
Why do you feel this way? 
19. 
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20. 
21. 
22. 
23. 
24. 
25. 
26. 
27. 
28. 
29. 
30. 
How helpful have his/her co-workers been in explaining 
things to him/her? 
Very helpfulr "I r 
—  i__ 
Not helpful 
How friendly have his/her co-workers been toward him/ 
her? _ _ __ 
Very friendly | | _[ _]j_'Not friendly 
What is the name of his/her supervisor?_ 
How well does the CEP employee get along with his/her 
supervisor? _ 
Very well_ 1 j Very poorly 
How well does the CE? employee get along with his co¬ 
workers? ,— 
Very well Very poorly 
How well does/cid the supervisor explain things so 
that he/she knew exactly what mo do? 
Very well Very poorly 
How often dces/did the C-P employee’s supervisor 
discipline if he/she is/was lane or abserr a day? 
Very ofte: Never 
How of men does/cid the Cz.P employee’s supervisor re¬ 
ward him/her when he/she had dene a good job? 
Very often 
How well does/did the organ!zander 
r 
Very well 
Never 
meat him/her? 
Very poorly 
In general hew well dces/did the CE? employee like 
his/her supervisor? _ _ _ 
Very much Very little 
Have you ever been ccnracned by this C-P worker tc dis' 
cuss a problem?,—, «—( 
Yes I_; No 1_| 
yes: What was the manure of the problem?_ If 
How ofnen has ms occurrec 
Were you sanisfied with the results? 
If no: Why not? _ 
197 
31. Have you ever contacted this CEP employee's supervisor 
about a problem? 
Yes [ 1 No 
If yes: Who?_ 
What was the nature of the problem?_ 
How many times has this occurred?_ 
Have you been satisfied with the results? 
If no: Why ot?_ 
32. Have you ever been contacted by this CEP employee's 
supervisor about a problem? 
Yes No 
If yes: By whom?_ 
What was the nature of the problem? 
How often has this occurred? 
Have you been satisfied with the results? 
If no: Why ot?_ 
33. Have you ever requested or helped a CEP worker obtain 
any supportive services? 
Yes j 
If yes: 
No j_1 
Which services? 
What was the result?_ 
If no: Do you know which services are available for 
CEP w rk rs?_ 
Why not?__ 
(To be filled out for the "no-longer-employed" clients only) 
34. When did he/she leave his/her CEP job placement?_ 
35. How long had he/she worked in this job?_ 
36. Had he/she discussed his/her decision with you before 
he/she left? - 
Yes j_ No ( 
If yes: Why?__ 
If no: Why not?__ 
37. Do you feel that the Springfield CEP Program has been 
successful? _) I-- 
Yes j i No |_) 
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38. 
39. 
What criteria do you use in judging success? 
Placement rates? Completion rates? Retention 
rates?J_ Other(specify)_ 
Minimum Standard?_ 
At present, what is the participant job retention rate? 
Is this good? Yes 
Why or Why not?_ 
40. Do you have any suggestions as to how the CEP EDT or 
the employer can better help an individual adjust to 
his new work environment? 
Yes_ 
If yes: 
No |_! 
What are your suggestions? 
If no: Why? 
41. Do you have any comments which you would like to add? 
Yes j J No 
If yes:_ 
/ 
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TABLE B.l 
THE NUMBER OF SAMPLED SPRINGFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS CONCENTRATED 
EMPLOYMENT PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS PLACED IN THEIR FOLLOW-UP 
PROGRAMS BETWEEN SEPTEMBER, 1971, AND MAY, 1972, 
HAVING TELEPHONES WITH NUMBERS LISTED IN THE 1972 
SPRINGFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS TELEPHONE DIRECTORY 
Home Telephones 
With 
Listed Numbers 
Participants 
Respondents Non-Respondents 
Still- 
Employed 
No-Longer- 
Employed 
Still- 
Employed 
No-Longer- 
Employed 
Yes : 2 2 5 2* 
No: 1.1 7 23 29 
Not Given: 1 0 2 1 
Total 14 9 30 32 
*But one of these phones had been disconnected 
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TABLE B.2 
DISTRIBUTION OF THE SPRINGFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS CONCENTRATED 
EMPLOYMENT PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS PLACED IN THEIR FOLLOW-UP 
PROGRAMS BETWEEN SEPTEMBER, 19 71, AND xMAY, 19 72 , 
ACCORDING TO THEIR EMPLOYABILITY DEVELOPMENT TEAM 
Employability Development Team 
Participants 
Team 
A 
Team 
B 
Team 
C Total 
Population: 
Still-Employed 31 25 16 72 
No-Longer- 
Employed 56 63 52 171 
Subtotal 87 88 68 243 
Sample: 
Still-Employed 20 14 11 45 
No-Longer- 
Employed 11 17 12 40 
Subtotal 31 31 23 85 
Total . 118 119 91 328* 
*There were fifteen non-respondents not included in the 
population category, see Table 5.1. 
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TABLE B.4 
DISTRIBUTION OF THE TYPES OF ORGANIZATIONS IN WHICH 
SPRINGFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS CONCENTRATED EMPLOY¬ 
MENT PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS WERE PLACED DURING 
THEIR FOLLOW-UP PROGRAMS BETWEEN 
SEPTEMBER, 1971, THROUGH 
MAY, 1972 
Type of Organization 
Participants 
Manufac¬ 
turing 
Government 
Non-Manu- or Non- 
facturing Profit Total 
Population:* 
Still-Employed 32 18 15 65 
No-Longer- 
Employed 77 59 25 161 
Subtotal 109 77 40 226 
Sample: 
Still-Employed 19 11 15 45 
No-Longer- 
Employed 15 18 7 40 
Subtotal 34 29 22 85 
Total 143 106 62 311* ** 
*There were fifteen non-respondents not included in this 
category, see Table 5.1. 
**There were sixteen participants whose employer status could 
not be ascertained. 
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TABLE B.5 
MAIN PRODUCTS OR SERVICES PROVIDED BY THE ORGANIZATION EMPLOY 
ING THE SPRINGFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS CONCENTRATED EMPLOYMENT 
PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS PLACED IN THEIR FOLLOW-UP 
PROGRAMS DURING SEPTEMBER, 1971, 
THROUGH MAY, 1972 
Participants 
Still- No-Longer- 
Product or Service Employed Employed Total 
Product Manufactured: 
Tires 0 1 1 
Envelopes 3 0 3 
Packaging Materials 1 0 1 
Subtotal 4 1 5 
Services Provided: 
Recreation 2 0 2 
Banking 2 0 2 
Community Action 1 0 1 
Insurance 1 0 1 
Construction 1 2 3 
Education 0 1 1 
Communication 1 0 1 
Subtotal 8 3 11 
Not Given: 4 3 7 
Total 16 7 23 
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TABLE B.6 
DISTRIBUTION OF THE SPRINGFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS CONCENTRATED 
EMPLOYMENT PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS' ATTITUDES ON WHETHER 
THEIR FOLLOW-UP PROGRAM POSITIONS IN WHICH THEY 
WERE PLACED FROM SEPTEMBER, 1971, THROUGH 
MAY, 1972, MATCHED THE POSITIONS WANTED 
Participants 
Placement into 
Desired Position Employed 
Still- No-Longer- 
Employed 
Yes 13 6 
No 
No room for improvement 
Job was too physical 
Position desired 
1 
0 
3 1 
0 
1 
not available 
Not Given 
1 
1 
0 
0 
Total 16 7 
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TABLE B.7 
DISTRIBUTION OF THE SPRINGFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS CONCENTRATED 
EMPLOYMENT PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS' ATTITUDES ON THE 
DEGREE TO WHICH THEY LIKED THEIR FOLLOW-UP 
PROGRAM POSITIONS IN WHICH THEY WERE 
PLACED FROM SEPTEMBER, 1971, 
THROUGH MAY, 1972 
Participants_ 
Degree Place- Still- No-Longer- 
ments Liked_Employed_Employed 
Very Much 8 4 
Liked it 4 1 
Indifferent 3 1 
Disliked it 0 0 
Disliked Very Much 1 1 
Total 16 7 
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TABLE B.16 
DISTRIBUTION OF THE JOB TITLES IN WHICH SPRINGFIELD, MASSA¬ 
CHUSETTS CONCENTRATED EMPLOYMENT PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS WERE 
PLACED IN THEIR FOLLOW-UP PROGRAMS BETWEEN SEPTEMBER, 
1971, AND MAY, 1972 
Organizational Supervisors 
Job Titles 
Still-Employed No- 
Participants* 
-Longer-Employed 
Participants Total 
Secretary 1 0 1 
Monitor 1 0 1 
Machine Operator 4 0 4 
Handler, Loader 1 0 1 
Clerk 
Laborer, 
2 1 3 
Carpenter 
Cutters, 
1 2 3 
Adjusters 2 0 2 
No Standard 3 0 3 
Not Given 5 4 9 
Total 20 7 27 
*Multiple answers were provided by some supervisors 
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TABLE B.18 
DISTRIBUTION OF THE SALARIES WHICH SPRINGFIELD, 
MASSACHUSETTS CONCENTRATED EMPLOYMENT PROGRAM 
PARTICIPANTS RECEIVED IN THEIR FOLLOW-UP 
PROGRAMS BETWEEN SEPTEMBER, 1971, 
AND MAY, 1972 
Organizational Supervisors 
Weekly 
Salaries 
Still-Employed No 
Participants* 
'-Longer-Employed 
Participants Total 
Less than $70 0 0 0 
$71 - $80 5 0 5 
$81 - $90 0 0 0 
$91 - $100 2 0 2 
$101 - $110 1 1 2 
$111 - $120 1 0 1 
$121 - $130 1 0 1 
$131 - $140 0 0 0 
$141 and over 1 2 3 
Not Given 9 4 13 
Total 20 7 27 
^Multiple answers were provided by some supervisors 
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TABLE B.2 3 
DISTRIBUTION OF THE NUMBER OF SPRINGFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS 
CONCENTRATED EMPLOYMENT PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS' PLACED 
IN FOLLOW-UP PROGRAMS BETWEEN SEPTEMBER, 1971, 
AND MAY, 1972, WHERE OTHER CEP PARTICI¬ 
PANTS WORKED 
Number of _Organizational Supervisors 
Other 
Participants 
Still-Employed 
Participants 
No-Longer-Employed 
Participants 
None 0 0 
1-4 5 1 
5-8 4 2 
9-12 0 0 
13-16 1 0 
17-20 0 0 
21-24 0 1 
25 and over 0 0 
Not given 6 3 
Total 
* 
16 7 
i 
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TABLE B.24 
DISTRIBUTION OF THE DEPARTMENTAL AND ORGANIZATIONAL SIZES OF 
THE SPRINGFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS CONCENTRATED EMPLOYMENT 
PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS' PLACEMENTS IN THEIR FOLLOW-UP 
PROGRAMS BETWEEN SEPTEMBER, 1971, AND MAY, 1972 
Participants 
Number of _Still-Employed_No-Longer-Employed 
Employees Organization Department Organization Department 
1-25 2 8 0 3 
26-50 2 2 2 0 
51-75 0 1 0 0 
76-100 1 0 0 0 
101-250 1 1 0 0 
251-500 2 0 0 1 
501-1000 1 0 0 0 
1001 and over 1 0 1 0 
Not given 6 4 3 3 
Total 16 16 7 7 
226 
TABLE B.25 
DISTRIBUTION OF THE NUMBER OF MINORITY EMPLOYEES IN THE OR¬ 
GANIZATIONS IN WHICH SPRINGFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS CONCEN¬ 
TRATED EMPLOYMENT PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS WERE PLACED 
FOR THEIR FOLLOW-UP PROGRAMS BETWEEN SEPTEMBER, 
1971, AND MAY, 1972 
Number of _Participants 
Minority Still-Employed_No-Longer-Employed 
Employees Organization Department Organization Department 
1-25 5 12 2 3 
26-50 3 0 0 0 
51-75 1 0 1 0 
76-100 0 0 0 0 
101-250 1 0 0 0 
251-500 0 0 1 0 
501-1000 0 0 0 0 
1001 and over 0 0 0 0 
Not given 6 4 3 4 
Total 16 16 7 7 
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TABLE B.26 
DISTRIBUTION OF THE EMPLOYERS INVOLVED WITH SPRINGFIELD, 
MASSACHUSETTS CONCENTRATED EMPLOYMENT PROGRAM PAR¬ 
TICIPANTS PLACED IN THEIR FOLLOW-UP PROGRAMS 
BETWEEN SEPTEMBER, 1971, AND MAY, 1972, 
WHO PARTICIPATED IN OTHER SPE¬ 
CIAL MANPOWER-ORIENTED PROGRAMS 
Participation Organizational Supervisors 
in Other 
Manpower Programs 
Still-Employed 
Participants 
No-Longer-Employed 
Participants 
Yes: 7 1 
NAB-JOBS 4 0 
New Careers 0 1 
YOC, MDTA, NYC 1 0 
Veteran's Adminis¬ 
tration 1 0 
Community College 1 0 
Subtotal 7 1 
Number of employees 
involved: 
1-5 2 0 
6-10 4 1 
11-15 0 0 
16-20 0 0 
21 and over 1 0 
Subtotal 7 1 
No: 4 2 
Did in past but 
not presently 2 0 
Better success with 
CEP than with 
others 1 2 
Not given 1 0 
Subtotal 4 2 
Not Given: 5 4 
Total 16 7 
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TABLE B.2 8 
DISTRIBUTION OF THE EMPLOYERS INVOLVED WITH SPRINGFIELD, 
MASSACHUSETTS CONCENTRATED EMPLOYMENT PROGRAM PAR¬ 
TICIPANTS PLACED IN THEIR FOLLOW-UP PROGRAMS 
BETWEEN SEPTEMBER, 1971, AND MAY, 1972, 
WHO UTILIZED A 'BUDDY SYSTEM' FOR 
THE PARTICIPANTS 
Organizational Supervisors 
Utilized Still-Employed 
TBuddy System' Participants 
No-Longer-Employed 
Participants 
Yes: 5 2 
Stays with super¬ 
visor for a 1-2 
week orientation 1 0 
Done with all new 
employees 1 0 
Have to hire inex¬ 
perienced help 
because non-union 1 2 
Very effective 1 0 
Beneficial for on- 
the-job training 1 0 
Subtotal 5 2 
No: 7 2 
Developed a good 
indoctrination 
program 1 0 
No problems occured 1 0 
Not given 5 2 
Subtotal 7 2 
Not Given: 4 3 
Total 16 7 
/ 
230 
TABLE B.2 9 
DISTRIBUTION OF THE LOCATION OF SPRINGFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS 
CONCENTRATED EMPLOYMENT PROGRAM REFERRALS THROUGHOUT 
THE ORGANIZATIONS IN WHICH THE PARTICIPANTS WERE 
PLACED IN THEIR FOLLOW-UP PROGRAMS BETWEEN 
SEPTEMBER, 1971, AND MAY, 1972 
Organizational Supervisors 
Location of 
CEP Referrals 
Still-Employed 
Participants 
No-Longer Employed 
Participants 
Centered in a few 
locations 3 0 
Scattered through¬ 
out the organiza¬ 
tion 8 4 
Not given 5 3 
Total 16 7 
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TABLE B.31 
DISTRIBUTION OF THE RESPONSES BY THE ORGANIZATIONAL SUPER¬ 
VISORS INVOLVED WITH THE SPRINGFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS CON¬ 
CENTRATED EMPLOYMENT PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS PLACED IN 
THEIR FOLLOW-UP PROGRAMS BETWEEN SEPTEMBER, 1971, 
AND MAY, 1972, ON WHETHER ORGANIZATIONAL 
SUPERVISORS SHOULD KNOW WHICH EMPLOYEES 
ARE CEP PARTICIPANTS 
Supervisors _Organizational Supervisors_ 
Should Know Still-Employed No-Longer-Employed 
Participants_Participants_Participants 
Yes: 7 2 
Because they hire 
them 2 0 
The more super¬ 
visors know, the 
more patience 
they can show and 
the better they 
can do 2 0 
They should know 3 2 
No: 3 2 
Special treatment 
may follow 1 0 
Can connote nega¬ 
tive implications 1 0 
They shouldn1t know 0 1 
They should know 1 1 
Not Given: 6 3 
Total 16 7 
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TABLE B.32 
DISTRIBUTION OF THE RESPONSES BY THE ORGANIZATIONAL SUPER¬ 
VISORS INVOLVED WITH THE SPRINGFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS CON¬ 
CENTRATED EMPLOYMENT PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS PLACED IN 
THEIR FOLLOW-UP PROGRAMS BETWEEN SEPTEMBER, 1971, 
AND MAY, 1972, ON WHETHER RANK-AND-FILE EM¬ 
PLOYEES SHOULD KNOW WHICH EMPLOY¬ 
EES ARE CEP PARTICIPANTS 
Employees Organizational Supervisors_ 
Should Still-Employed No-Longer-Employed 
Know_Participants_Participants 
Yes: 1 0 
Departments are 
told that they 
will be involved 
in special pro¬ 
grams 1 0 
No: 9 4 
See no need 3 0 
Doesn't make any 
difference 2 1 
Might separate r 
them out 1 0 
They shouldn't 
know 3 3 
Not Given: 6 3 
Total 16 7 
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TABLE B.33 
DISTRIBUTION OF THE SPECIAL TREATMENT GIVEN BY EMPLOYERS 
FOR THEIR SPRINGFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS CONCENTRATED EMPLOY¬ 
MENT PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS PLACED IN THEIR FOLLOW-UP 
PROGRAMS BETWEEN SEPTEMBER, 
1971, AND MAY, 1972 
Organizational Supervisors 
Special Treatment 
by Employers 
Still-Employed 
Participants 
No-Longer-Employed 
Participants 
Yes: 2 3 
Absenteeism 1 3 
Learning 1 0 
Ensuing problems 
with regular 
employees: 
Yes 1 2 
No 1 1 
No* : 10 1 
Not Given: 4 3 
Total 16 7 
*Most supervisors could not or did not explain why this 
was so. 
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TABLE B.3 5 
DISTRIBUTION OF THE SUPERVISORY/EMPLOYEE RATIOS FOR 
THOSE ORGANIZATIONS IN WHICH SPRINGFIELD, MASSA¬ 
CHUSETTS CONCENTRATED EMPLOYMENT PROGRAM 
PARTICIPANTS WERE PLACED IN THEIR 
FOLLOW-UP PROGRAMS BETWEEN 
SEPTEMBER, 1971, AND 
MAY, 1972 
Organizational Supervisors 
Supervisory/ 
Employee Ratios 
Still-Employed 
Participants 
No-Longer-Employed 
Participants Total 
1/1 - 1/4 0 0 0 
1/5 - 1/8 5 3 8 
1/9 - 1/12 2 0 2 
1/13 - 1/16 2 0 2 
1/17 - 1/20 0 0 0 
1/21 - 1/24 0 0 0 
1/25 - 1/28 1 0 1 
1/29 - 1/32 0 1 0 
1/33 and over 0 0 0 
Not Given 6 3 9 
Total 16 7 23 
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TABLE B.38 
DISTRIBUTION OF THE SPRINGFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS CONCENTRATED 
EMPLOYMENT PROGRAM COACHES' PERCEPTIONS ON THE DEGREE OF 
PARTICIPANT-CO-WORKER RAPPORT WHILE THE PARTICIPANTS 
WERE PLACED IN THEIR FOLLOW-UP PROGRAMS BETWEEN 
SEPTEMBER, 1971, AND MAY, 1972 
Coaches 
Degree of 
Rapport 
Still-Employed 
Participants 
No-Longer-Employed 
Participants 
Very good 4 2 
Good 6 3 
Indifferent 0 2 
Bad 0 0 
Very bad 0 0 
Not given 6 0 
Total 16 7 
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Acronyms and 
Abbreviations 
ADC 
AFDC-UF 
CAA 
CAMPS 
CAP 
CEP 
DOL 
DOT 
EDT 
EEA 
EEO 
EOA 
ES 
FY 
GAL 
GAO 
GPO 
GSA 
HEW 
DEFINITIONS 
Aid to Dependent Children (HEW) 
Aid to Families with Dependent 
Children - Unemployed Fathers 
(HEW) 
Community Action Agency (0E0) 
Cooperative Area Manpower Planning 
System (DOL, HEW, HUD, 0E0, USDA, 
USDI, DOC, CSC) 
Community Action Program (0E0) 
Concentrated Employment Program 
Department of Labor (preferred) 
Dictionary of Occupational 
Titles (USES) 
Employability Development Team 
(USES) 
Emergency Employment Act (OPSE) 
Equal Employment Opportunity 
Economic Opportunity Act 
Employment Security or Employment 
Service (State agencies) 
Fiscal Year 
GeneralAdministration Letter 
(MA directive) 
General Accounting Office (U.S.) 
Government Printing Office 
General Services Administration 
Department of Health, Education 
and Welfare (U.S.) 
HRD Human Resources Development 
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Acronyms and 
Abbreviations DEFINITIONS 
JC Job Corps 
JOBS Job Opportunities in the Business 
Sector (OEDP) 
JOPS Job Opportunities in the Public 
Sector 
MA Manpower Administration (DOL) 
MAO Manpower Administration Order 
(MA directive) 
MCP Model Cities Program (HUD) 
DTA Manpower Development and Training Act 
NAB National Alliance of Businessmen 
NC New Careers (MA Program) 
NYC Neighborhood Youth Corps (MA) 
OIC Opportunities Industrialization 
Center 
• 
PEP Public Employment Program (Emer¬ 
gency Employment Act) 
POS Plan of Service (State agencies) 
PS Prime Sponsor 
PSE Public Service Employment (WIN 
Program) 
RCEP Rural Concentrated Employment 
Program 
SESA State Employment Security Agency 
SIC Standard Industrial Classification 
SMS A Standard Metropolitan Statistical 
Area 
UI Unemployment Insurance 
I 
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Acronyms and 
Abbreviations DEFINITIONS 
WEP Work Experience Program 
WETP Work Experience and Training 
Program 
WIN Work Incentive Program (DOL and 
HEW) 


